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LEADERSHIP EDUCATION AND MOOCS: A CONTENT ANALYSIS APPROACH
TO UNDERSTANDING THE PEDAGOGY AND CHARACTERISTICS OF
LEADERSHIP MASSIVE OPEN ONLINE COURSES (MOOCS)
ABSTRACT
Headrick, J.E. Jason. Ph.D. Candidate
University of Nebraska- Lincoln, December 2019
Advisor: L.J. McElravy.
The purpose of this study is to identify the pedagogical strategies used for
instruction and assessment in leadership-oriented MOOCs and gain a more refined
understanding of the current state of MOOCs in leadership education. The study also
seeks to fill the gaps in the body of knowledge surrounding leadership MOOCs. Massive
Open Online Courses (MOOCs) are a form of distance education course used across
content areas. They have been celebrated as revolutionizing the way learners access
education and the way colleges and universities could expand the notion of education on
a global scale beyond their traditional campuses. The use of MOOCs in leadership
education attracts students for the purposes of education and professional development.
This content analysis engages the current state of leadership MOOCs through a review of
the literature, a description of methodology, and presents the results and discussion that
emerge. This study examines 96 leadership MOOCs across the MOOC platforms of
Coursera, EdX, FutureLearn, Canvas.net, and Standford Online through a content
analysis research framework. The study concludes with a discussion of leadership MOOC
pedagogy and position as a vibrant and flexible delivery method for leadership education
and professional development on a global scale.
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CHAPTER I

Background of the Study
Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) are an educational delivery method used
in the leadership field but have not been explored in great detail within the discipline.
Leadership education focuses on the purpose, mission, and context directly aligned with
learning and utilizes resources that provide quality leadership development through many
delivery methods (Chunoo & Osteen, 2016). The methods of learning about leadership
can come through many forms.
Learning opportunities can be delivered through traditional classroom instruction
or in a distance education format, such as a MOOC or online method. Technology has
shaped the education system throughout past decades, but most notably since the
adoption of the Internet (Christensen & Eyring, 2011). The ways in which learners access
information has changed how education can be offered across the United States (Bruner,
2009) and in the advancements in knowledge sharing and technology (Coccoli, Guercio,
Marescam, & Stanganelli, 2014). As a result of these new technologies and approaches to
learning, institutions of higher education face significant social, economic, and
technological changes that will transform the educational experience of twenty-first
century students (Neier & Zayer, 2015). Research has shown promise regarding
educational opportunities associated with the use of MOOCs, Web 2.0, and social media
tools to the classroom experience (Cronin, 2009; Granitz & Koernigh, 2011).
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A Brief Definition of MOOCs
Massive Open Online Courses can be defined as an online course aimed at
unlimited participation and open access via the World Wide Web (Kaplan & Haenlein,
2016). The information and knowledge known to date about MOOCs remains more
complex in nature. Many MOOCs provide interactive participant interfaces to create
community interactions among students, professors, and others (Lewin, 2013). The
history of MOOCs and the knowledge we know about them is speculative. Some report
that the first MOOC was offered by the University of Manitoba in 2008 (Downes, 2008),
while the most popular review of MOOCs details the “first” MOOC was an artificial
intelligence course offered by Stanford University in 2011 (Ebben & Murphy, 2014).
MOOCs became mainstream in the educational marketplace as a popular method of
learning in 2011. Heavy research continues on MOOCs for their impact on distance
education (Margaryan, Bianco, & Littlejohn, 2015; Zawack-Richter, Bozkurt, Alturki, &
Aldraiweesh, 2018; Pappano, 2012). A variety of research studies have been conducted to
evaluate the impacts of MOOCs on outcomes related to the retention of students (Clow,
2013; Liyanagunawardena, Adams, & Williams, 2013), the engagement of MOOC
students within servant leadership (Bolger, 2014), achievement factors leading to
successful MOOC course matriculation (Greene, Oswald, & Pomerantz, 2015), and the
effectiveness of teams in an online MOOC setting (Wen, Yang, & Rose, 2015).
Online access is imperative to the delivery of MOOCs. MOOCs are a variation of
online courses that deliver education and training on a myriad of topics and categories
(Yuan & Powell, 2013). Since there can be minimal interaction and involvement from the
instructor, MOOC learners tend to navigate course content at their own pace while
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receiving marginal feedback (Miller, 2014; Quillen, 2013). In this author’s attempt to
learn more about the manner that MOOCs are offered, a Google search was conducted
using the search term “MOOC courses,” resulting in over seventy MOOC host delivery
platforms worldwide that bring content to students in the environment of their choice.
MOOC platforms are web sites where various courses are housed.
Governments, institutions of higher education, and commercial organizations
have offered MOOCs in an effort to train and educate the general public, and expand
beyond the traditional university tuition-paying students (Yuan, Powell, & CETIS, 2013).
The hazard of taking on an ever-emerging and evolving learning format like MOOCs is
that rapid developments can change what we know, thus making the possibility of
outdated information a real possibility (Lakshminarayanan, 2012; Bali, 2014).
The Role of MOOCs in Education
There are divided schools of thought surrounding the role of MOOCs in today’s
education system. Wood (2013) asserts that MOOCs may be in their infancy in terms of
development and implementation, and their impact on the future of education has yet to
be realized. On the contrary, some argue that MOOCs have already reached their peak
interest level and the market has become stagnant (Bannier, 2016). While both of these
arguments could be true, MOOCs continue to emerge in space of leadership education
and across the way leadership is being taught to the masses.
In 2017, 81 million students registered for nearly 9,400 courses being offered by
over 800 universities worldwide (Shah, 2018a). In 2018, over 101 million students
enrolled in over 11,400 courses offered at over 900 universities globally, with the amount
of paying users increasing and Coursera (the largest MOOC platform) hitting record
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revenues of over $140 million (Shah, 2018b). This data shows an increase in MOOC
education over the past few years.
Given the popularity of MOOCs, it not surprising that leadership development has
also capitalized on this educational approach. Moldoveanu and Narayandas (2019) claim
that MOOCs are an important part of the future of leadership development. In relation to
leadership education, MOOCs have continually emerged as part of personal learning
cloud and as a method of professional development among businesses and corporations
(Moldoveanu & Naravandas, 2019), those seeking professional development certification
(Meister, 2013; Grossman, 2013), and as a means of training in a leadership context
(Moldoveanu & Narayandas, 2019).
The Pedagogy of MOOCs and Leadership Education
Glance, Forsey, and Riley (2013) provide a set of MOOC pedagogical
characteristics present compared to existing distance education/online courses offered by
universities. These characteristics provide a checklist for determining if an online class
could be characterized as a MOOC. In terms of leadership education, Jenkins (2012)
established a set of traditional classroom leadership pedagogies through a nationwide
survey and from their research into the instructional methodologies utilized by university
faculty and staff who taught leadership education courses. In a follow-up study, Jenkins
(2016) presented a set of leadership pedagogies for traditional online courses taught on
the undergraduate and graduate levels. His findings highlighted the role of discussion
boards, with shared instructor-student led discussion boards, instructor-led discussion
boards, and group discussions as being the most utilized methodologies in online
leadership courses. A better understanding of the instructional and assessment pedagogies
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of leadership MOOCs can be beneficial to leadership educators who are seeking to
develop an array of methodology and course strategies.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this study is to examine the current state of leadership MOOCs
using a quantitative content analysis approach. The MOOCs included in this study are
offered by U.S. and Canadian universities and institutions and offered across MOOC
platforms identified through an independent MOOC review. The intent and framework of
the research was outlined through a pilot study conducted by the author that looked at
MOOCs and traditional leadership classroom instructional methods. The present
investigation and results can provide a clearer understanding of how leadership MOOCs
are taught and used across educational and professional development practices. In order
to better understand and fill the gap in the literature centered on leadership-oriented
MOOCs, the researcher explored leadership MOOC courses found on educational
MOOC platforms. The purpose of this study is to examine the current state of leadership
MOOCs by identifying a) the pedagogical strategies utilized in leadership-oriented
MOOCs, b) the defining characteristics (e.g. enrollment numbers, suggested study effort,
financial cost, etc.), and c) the range of leadership topics covered through their content.

Research Questions
The central research question and sub-questions of this study are:
1. What is the current state of leadership MOOCs offered in English by
U.S. and Canada universities?
A. What instructional pedagogies are used in leadership-oriented MOOCs?
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B. What are the defining characteristics of course and curricular design of
leadership MOOCs?
C. What leadership development topics are covered in leadership MOOCs?

Significance of the Study
The number of leadership professional development MOOCs and the popularity
among employers has continued to grow (Radford, Robles, Cataylo, Horn, Thornton, &
Whitfield, 2014). The number of leadership certificates being granted by colleges and
universities continues to grow and the number of paying MOOC users reached its
pinnacle-to-date in 2018 (Meister, 2013; Shah, 2018b). The leadership education field
does not currently have a study aimed at the pedagogy and methodology utilized in
leadership-oriented MOOC instruction and in the characteristics that define this
component of the leader and leadership development industry. This study fills a gap in
research that has been conducted centered on leadership MOOCs, but can also contribute
to the improvement of related MOOCs and the way in which we better understand and
develop them into the future.
This project examined leadership MOOCs and evaluated leadership education
pedagogy focused initially on online leadership courses (Jenkins, 2016), and signature
MOOC pedagogy (Glance, et al., 2013). This work will benefit those who are offering
leadership courses across higher education by providing them with a clearer
understanding of how existing online pedagogy is used in the delivery of MOOCs.
Furthermore, it could aid in the improved effectiveness of MOOC delivery for
universities and delivery platforms, benefit student learners, and add an understanding of
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the current state of MOOCs within the leadership field. The work will also seek to better
understand the description and characteristics of leadership MOOCs and fill the void in
literature related to MOOCs and leadership development and education. Some scholars
have suggested that for research into MOOCs to advance the field, researchers must
address the understanding of learning and engagement, and provide investigation into
individual courses (Reich, 2015). This study seeks to advance both of those points of
scholarship.
This dissertation will provide a detailed look at MOOCs, focusing on the
historical evolution of distance education from written correspondence to the
development of MOOCs. The study will explore MOOC characteristics, examine their
use for the leadership industry, and offer an explanation of methodology and pedagogy
used in MOOC-related leadership studies. An explanation of the content analysis
methodology details the method used in the current research and provides contextual
understanding of the method for future use in leadership education. The results section
will highlight the instructional methodologies used in leadership-oriented MOOCs to help
better understand their descriptive characteristics and the nature of their use across
MOOC education. Lastly, the findings may impact leadership education by providing a
framework for the further evaluation and examination of leadership MOOCs and the way
in which they are understood.
MOOCs have been called large research laboratories as a continuing phenomenon
in online learning and distance education (Diver & Martinez, 2015). The MOOC
industry is continuing to evolve, and this dissertation seeks to expand the understanding
of leadership MOOC pedagogy. The understanding of instructional methods across this
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delivery method allows leadership educators to explore the format from an instructional
perspective and examine the future in delivering leadership education and leadership
development to the masses.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The chapter will begin with a historical context of distance education, analyze the
initial MOOC emergence into the mainstream of digital education, examine thoughts and
perceptions regarding MOOCs, and examine prior studies related to MOOCs. A literature
map (Figure 2.1) is provided to visually show the flow of the literature review.

Figure 2.1. A Visual Representation of Leadership MOOC Literature Review
In order to better understand the development and presence of leadership
education pedagogy in the world of MOOCs we must understand massive open online
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courses (MOOCs). One important note is that MOOC research is varied and limited in
nature. The research can show contrasting views regarding the use of and popularity of
MOOCs, the intent of their purpose, and discrepancies in the instructional and conceptual
information provided (Esposito, 2012). This review of the literature will attempt to
provide a comprehensive discussion of the viewpoints and will provide a critical review
of the literature.

History of Distance Education
MOOCs are the modern-day representation of distance education. A review of
distance education history is provided to better understand the evolution of the practice
and better understand the progression of MOOCs as distance education, and ultimately
their role in leadership education.
Distance education has become a common fixture in the American and global
education system. Distance education can be defined as “institution-based, formal
education where the learning is separated and where interactive telecommunications
systems are used to connect the learners, resources, and instructors” (Simonson &
Schlosser, 2009, p.1). The concept of distance education predates the immersion of the
internet and has brought about its own set of theories and standards related to policy and
delivery (Holmberg, 2005). In its simple form, distance education takes place when there
is a distance between an instructor and the student. Willis (1994) contends that effective
distance education focuses on learner needs, requirements dictated by the content, and
constraints faced by the instructor.
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Caleb Phillips offered the first documented distance education opportunity in
1728 with his advertisements posted in the Boston Gazette offering to teach shorthand via
letter writing (Kentnor, 2015). The Society to Encourage Studies at Home, founded in
1873, was a network of women focused on the education of women through mail
correspondence between teacher and pupils and the use of book libraries, thus providing a
curriculum for the day (Bergman, 2001).
A discussion on the Cooperative Extension Service and land-grant institutions
also has a place within the history of distance education. As part of the Hatch Act of 1887
(H.R. Chapter 314, 49th Congress, 1887; Hatch Act, 1887), land grant colleges
established agricultural experiment stations devoted to critical research important to the
state of their location and in an effort to expand the role of the University beyond its
traditional campuses. This act has also been cited as being the beginning of agricultural
education and the cooperative extension service (Hillison, 1996). Through an expansion
of this act, Congress instituted the Smith-Lever Act in 1914 that established the federal
Cooperative Extension Service in an effort to place the research and knowledge being
discovered on campuses and across experiment stations in the hands of the farmers,
homemakers, and community at large (Fiske, 1989). The Cooperative Extension Service
has continued its use and an expansion of distance education in an effort to reach
clientele outside of traditional clients (Dromgoole & Boleman, 2006). The use of
agricultural, family and consumer science-based, and youth development training and
certification programs has continued to evolve over the history of Extension.
The University of Chicago began offering correspondence courses in 1892,
becoming the first United States traditional institution to offer courses designed for those
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not enrolled in traditional brick-and-mortar education (Pittman, 2013). Distance
education courses were offered in large part to address the changing landscape of
America, with Penn State and the University of Wisconsin taking the charge to help rural
communities and strengthen the agricultural base (Miller, 2001).
The onset of the 20th century brought the innovation of distance education with
emerging technologies and changes in the way people got their information. Large public
institutions began the work of extending their campuses through the correspondence
courses of the 1920s. Extending knowledge beyond the traditional on-campus university
system became more commonplace through the use of telegraph, radio, and other
mediums (Moore, 2013, p. 3). The University of Iowa broadcast over 75 lessons about
wireless telegraphy to amateur radio operators, with the faculty encouraging questions to
be submitted through mail (Slotten, 2006). Pennsylvania State College broadcasted
courses over the radio waves in the early 1920’s (Pittman, 2006), followed by Iowa State
University who offered credit for the courses they broadcast over the air (Slotten, 2008).
Broadcast television solidified its place in distance education when the University
of Houston first broadcast educational classes in 1953 (Levin and Hines, 2003). This
work eventually led to other educational television programming for the masses and not
as part of a curriculum (Levin and Hines, 2003), including educational programs like
“Mister Roger’s Neighborhood.”
In the late 1950’s, medical doctors in the state of Wisconsin used a telephonebased delivery method for classes offered by the University of Wisconsin (Threlkeld &
Brzoska, 1994). They would call in and listen to a lecture on various topics in an effort to
stay abreast of current medical developments. The University of Nebraska-Lincoln
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helped to offer the first high school diploma through distance education through their
Independent Study High School and has continued its legacy of distance high school
education, enrolling as many as 15,000 students between 1929- 2000 (Clark, 2001). The
number and amount of telecourses (classes offered through telephone and television)
continued to increase and the first “virtual college” was established in 1969 called
Coastline Community College. Coastline offered a complete educational experience for
learners remotely (Keegan, 2013). While other programs emerged from the 1960’s
through the early 1990’s, the bulk of the advancements went into offering computer
training and adult education for a select group of individuals, including those who had the
access to the earliest versions of the internet (Keegan, 2013).
The creation of the internet and technology created new opportunities and
fostered rapid change in distance education (Bower & Hardy, 2004). The internet and its
prominent role in distance education began to expand greatly during the 1980’s and
1990’s.
Computer software and computer-generated programs emerged as important tools
in distance education. Two terms that are prevalent in literature dating to this timeframe
are online learning and e-Learning. While online learning history dates back to the 1980’s
(Moore, Dickson-Deane, & Caylen, 2010), the concept of e-Learning is never fully
disclosed in a literature review (Harasim, 2000).
Computer-assisted personalized assignments (CAPA) are computer-network
based programs that create individual assignments for each student, allowing them to
enter their answers via networked terminals, providing immediate feedback and
suggestions or hints for more challenging questions (Kashy et al., 1993). These
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technologies were place-based and used on college campuses but allowed students the
freedom to complete assignments and assessment measures on their own schedule. It was
believed these technologies motivated students more and helped increase a variety of
skills, such as teamwork, incentive-based learning, and cooperation (Kashy, et al., 1993).
The creation of Open University’s Virtual Summer School allowed cognitive
psychology students who were required to take summer courses but unable to attend
conventional campus-based summer schools, to attend lectures, tutorials, have access to
resources, and work in groups (Issroff & Eisenstadt, 1997). Open University established
many trends in distance education, including the use of computer-mediated asynchronous
discussion around topics of interest in reflective conversation for the learner (Lamy &
Goodfellow, 1999).
By moving coursework to an online format, learners could access information like
never before. These began through the use of shared educational database networks and
library-sharing databases (Anderson, 2008, p.397- 399). This made it easier for learners
to access resources and information for their success in these courses. For example, a
student who required a reference that was not available at their home institution library
was able to request access from another institution and be given access through digital
means. Additionally, Harasim (2000) argued that although paradigm shifts in education
have happened before, the introduction of the Internet brought swift changes to distance
education and the ways in which education was delivered. This also allowed community
colleges and universities to increase enrollment in their programs, providing additional
revenue (Bower & Hardy, 2004).
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Open Educational Resources (OER) and Open Course Ware (OCW) were the
distance education approaches that brought about the notion of openness in educational
courses (Bonk, 2009; Liyanagunawardena et al., 2013). OER, in particular, brought
change to learning and teaching content through digital information (Hegarty, 2015). The
platforms available to learners for accessing and sharing information and materials that
has developed with Web 2.0 and related approaches has made education a more global
event that before (Brake, 2014). OERs brought easier opportunities for interaction, the
sharing of work, and collaboration in the learning environment between teachers and
learners (Hegarty, 2015). Students could share discussion points, assignments, and other
materials with their instructor through the use of campus management systems like
Blackboard. These types of educational opportunities brought about the MOOC format
into the realm of educational delivery methods. Among the leadership field, Phelps
(2012) cites the growth of interest in leadership education and distance education as a
need for further study.

Emergence of MOOCs
MOOCs were the next step in the distance education continuum as they take on
online learning on an even greater global scale (Butcher & Wilson-Strydom, 2013).
Lucas (2013) and Mehaffy (2012) suggested that the promise and potential of MOOC
education could potentially disrupt the ideas and traditions of higher education, making it
easier for individuals to earn degrees and certifications over distance and not in the
traditional brick-and-mortar manner.
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Heralded as the “most important educational technology in 200 years” (Regalado,
2013), MOOCs have brought great promise to the way educational courses are offered on
a global scale. Carr (2012) asserts that the efficiency and flexibility of online instruction
offered by MOOCs help position their potential to grow. Wood (2013) claims that
MOOCs may have been in their infancy stages during the earlier part of this decade in
relation to their development and potential to reach students and that their impact on the
future of education has not yet been realized. He asserts that not enough is known about
how MOOCs can be used in the educational system, nor is enough known about the
learners and users of the learning method. Over 1 million students enrolled in MOOC
coursework in 2018, taking over 11,000 courses offered by 900 universities around the
world (Shah, 2018).
As previously stated, Bannier (2016) contends that MOOCs have reached their
peak. Weinhardt and Sitzmann (2019) question what we know about MOOC delivery,
their enrollment, the effectiveness of MOOCs on the learner and to the content area, their
role in human resource development, and the benefits MOOCs can have. Government
organizations, higher education institutions, and commercial organizations continue to
offer MOOCs in an effort to train and educate their workforce, the general public, and to
expand available educational opportunities beyond tuition-paying university students.
(Morris, 2013; Yuan, Powell, & CETIS, 2013). As Cooperative Extension examines
distance education to serve the needs of their community and in the professional
development of their extension agents and educators, a discussion of MOOCs has been
raised on state and federal levels (Garst, Baughman, & Franz, 2014).
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Defining Massive Open Online Courses
Massive open online courses are generally defined as an online course aimed at
unlimited participation and open access via the web (Kaplan & Haenlein, 2016). MOOCs
are designed and delivered online by experts in the topical area being taught (Marshall,
2014). Marshall (2014) describes that MOOCs are designed to be taken by cohorts of
students and designated into two key structures.
There are two general types of MOOCs: xMOOC and the cMOOC (Daniel, 2012;
Mohamed & Hammond, 2018). xMOOCs, or eXtended MOOCs, focus on the knowledge
to be learned and are based on traditional university online courses (Mohamed &
Hammond, 2018). Connectivist MOOCs, or cMOOCs, focus on the student as a member
of a community of learners that engages their resources and personal experiences.
xMOOCs have remained consistent with online course offerings in that
connections are made with people, course content, or resources (Weller, 2007). xMOOCs
are set up much like traditional courses with the instructor providing resources and
content (Hew & Cheung, 2014).
Connectivist MOOCs function around the belief that learning is a phenomenon
occurring across a network and is influenced by both socialization and technology
(Siemens, 2005). cMOOCs operate along the assumption that course materials and
content engagement are derived from instructors and students during the course (Hew &
Cheung, 2014). cMOOCs are considered to be the first signs of distance education
pedagogy as it relates to MOOCs (Downes, 2008; Anderson and Dron, 2011).
MOOCs are a unique model of education as they are typically free (Chen, Barnett,
Stephens, 2013) and do not always award credits for completion. MOOCS can be
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synchronous (students enroll and matriculate their way through the course together) or
asynchronous (student work is self-paced) (Coetzee, Lim, Fox, Hartmann, & Hearst,
2015). MOOCs enroll varying numbers of students (Perna et al., 2014) and encourage
connections between other students through online forums or study groups instead of
with an instructor (Milligan, Littlejohn, & Margaryn, 2013).
In an effort to provide a clear definition for MOOCs and to better understand what
makes them different from other models of distance education, this review will examine
the individual MOOC elements and delve deeper into their descriptions, thus providing
additional insight into these courses.
An Examination of “Massive”
The term “massive” likely conjures thoughts of very large numbers and the
enrollment size among MOOCs can vary greatly. The massiveness of a MOOC can be
evaluated by the number of students who register for the course (only completing the
online form), the number who login to the course when it begins, the number who
complete one assignment or quiz, the number who complete the course (determined by
completing all exercises and assignments), or by the number who complete an exam over
course content (Anderson, 2013). Because of this diversity of enrollment figures, it can
be difficult to ascertain the true number of enrollments in MOOCs. Enrollment numbers
show a varied state of students taking MOOCs (Perna et al., 2014).
There are reporting discrepancies in the number of student enrollment reported for
MOOCs. Markoff (2013) notes that while larger numbers of students enroll, a very small
portion complete the MOOC. Reports estimate that enrollments fall between 25-50
students per course, yet it has been documented that up to 160,000 participants have
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taken a MOOC at one time (Fazackerly, 2012). One study found that the average MOOC
enrollment is 43,000, with a completion rate of 6.5% (Jordan, 2014). Enrollment size is a
questionable part of the MOOC puzzle, and this determination can be reported in varying
ways. The massive size of a MOOC can be evaluated by: a) the number of registered
students, b) the number of interactions and logins when the course begins, c) the number
who complete an assignment, d) the number of students who complete all activities and
modules, or e) the number who complete a comprehensive exam or project (Anderson,
2013).
It can be difficult to ascertain the true number of learners enrolled in MOOCs,
because of the diversity of enrollment figures. This makes it difficult to understand the
scope and impact of their enrollment and the actual number of students who complete
these courses. Studies indicate that MOOC learners have low completion rates
(Kolowich, 2013; Christensen et al., 2013). Research suggests that learners who view
online forums and participate in online discussions are more likely to complete course
requirements (Goldwasser, Mankoff, Manturuk, Schmid, & Whitfield, 2014).
An Examination of “Open”
The term “open” proves to also be cloudy from the review of literature. The open
enrollment of MOOCs was one of the driving forces for their creation in the first place.
The idea of open education allows for increased access to education, provides greater
choice for students in where and how they take courses, offers flexibility for learners, and
has improved the educational materials that emerge from the community that are both
visible and accessible (Iiyoshi & Kumar, 2008). Jacobs (2013) states that MOOCs serve
the purpose of making education more accessible and open. McAndrew, Scanlon, and
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Clow (2010) assert that the openness of MOOCs broadens the overall access to learning
for the general public and can even influence the formation of learning styles.
Results from a Pew Research Center study, in conjunction with the Chronicle of
Higher Education, reported that 60% of Americans believe that U.S. colleges and
universities were failing to provide students with a good value for the money they and
their families spend (Pew Research, 2012). With the goal in mind, MOOCs are meeting
the needs offering educational pursuits that are affordable and open in their innovation
and progress for students (Sandeen, 2013). In terms of college enrollment, a course being
open primarily means that anyone may apply and take the course, regardless of prior
educational experiences, backgrounds, or prerequisites. According to Anderson (2013),
openness can also refer to the use of open source software and open educational resources
involved.
Web 2.0 brought about the evolvement of online courses after the investment
collapse of the dot-com market in 2001 (O’Reilly, 2007). O’Reilly (2007) cites that the
emergence of Wikipedia, Google, blogs, and the amount of content creation allowed
users with little to no technical knowledge to generate online content. Potter (2010)
summarizes Web 2.0 as the Internet perspective that fosters a social dynamic where
people have the freedom to share work through open web sites and can create their own
messages available to anyone. They also state that the ease of accessing these resources
celebrates open participation resulting in an enormous spike in the creative activity that
becomes possible (Potter, 2010). Because of the evolutionary way in which the internet
changed upon the inception of Web 2.0, content was more readily available and this
changed the abilities in which material could be shared and obtained.
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Universities investigated the possibility of charging for these classes in the early
days of MOOCs, but did not have many students who were willing to pay (Kolowich,
2013). However, that has changed during the development of MOOCs as a teaching
method. There are no seminal studies that have investigated the differences of paid versus
free MOOCs.
An Examination of “Online Courses”
The last element to MOOCs is “online courses.” Forty-four percent of institutions
(in a nationwide survey) claim to have offered an online course before 1999 (Allen &
Seaman, 2008). Allen and Seaman (2008) also cite three delivery methods characterizing
online courses: web-facilitated (courses that use web-based technology to facilitate a
face-to-face course; use a course management system for assignments and other
documents), blended/hybrid (course that has face-to-face and a substantial part of the
courses if delivered through online discussions and a reduced number of in-person
meetings), and online (most or all of the content is delivered online with no in-person
meetings). According to research conducted by Schmid and colleagues (2015), MOOCs
are virtual courses that may last between six to ten weeks at a time and include an array
of pedagogy and instructional methods.
Students enjoy the flexibility of MOOCs, but do not always feel as though
engagement is the strongest attribute of this online format in their delivery (Hew, 2016).
Hew and Cheung (2014) found that instructors encountered a lack of engagement in
MOOC online forums and felt they were speaking into a vacuum due to the limited
nature of engagement in these online courses.
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MOOCs in the Education System
MOOCs have become common in higher education and were pegged to be a
“game changer” in the way that access to education was to be offered (Dennis, 2012).
They have brought renewed attention to the role that technology plays in higher
education and learner experiences (Kop, 2011). This section will address a) the key
differences in MOOCs versus online classes, b) provide a profile of MOOC learners, c)
discuss their effect on the higher education stream, and d) address the use of teaching
with technology. This section will provide a better understanding of the general state of
MOOCs and the challenges that face MOOCs in the larger schema of academia.
As reported by Allen and Seaman (2013), only 2.6 percent of higher education
institutions offered a MOOC, while another 9.4 percent reported MOOCs in the planning
stages. Allen and Seaman (2013 also found that academic institution administrators
remain unconvinced that MOOCs can represent a sustainable method for offering online
courses in terms of resource and budgeting for colleges and universities.
In the past twenty years, the role of educational outcomes and online teaching
methods have had to adapt and change. Allen and Seaman (2013) report that 57.2 percent
of academic leaders rated learning online learning outcomes as the same or superior to
face-to-face, while a follow-up study showed that number had grown to 77 percent nearly
a decade later.
The literature review does establish some key differences in online courses versus
MOOCs. Figure 2.2 shows some key differences in MOOCs versus fully online courses
taught by universities.
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Table 2.1.
An Overview of Online Courses vs. MOOCs
MOOCs
Logistics
-

Student
Population

Minimal instructor
involvement &
interaction
Assignments may be
automatically graded
Feedback provided by
peers & instructors (if
at all)

Fully Online Courses
-

-

-

-

-

Cost Assessment

-

-

High to varied
enrollment (25100,000 learners)
Low rates of
completion (~10%)
Students could be
enrolled from
anywhere around the
world
Potential for high
investment for the
instructor/ school in
beginning
Low cost/ free for
students (but
evolving)
May attract new
students to campus
Can be taught
remotely

-

-

-

Medium to high levels
of involvement and
online interaction
Student/ instructor
may or may not meet
Feedback provided
primarily by instructor
Enrollments may be
higher than traditional
face-to-face
classrooms
Increases flexibility
for students
Students typically are
from the same
regional area, but
could take from
anywhere in the world
Costs may vary, but
opportunity for
financial gain
Can be taught
remotely

Sourced by (Miller (2014); Quillen (2013); Headrick & Luethke (2018).

Norvig (2012) states that the format of MOOCs makes the learning more
enjoyable for students. The offering of online learning has been found to increase the
quality of learning experiences through enhanced access (Garrison, 2011). Khan (2012),
of the famed Khan Academy, claims that an online format can help with attention

24
problems and other related learning setbacks not addressed by traditional education
methods. Some have argued that the emergence of technology into the education field has
stripped away key educational pedagogy (Christenson, 2013). Glance, Forsey, and Riley
(2013) have stated that there are key pedagogical benefits to the offering of MOOCs.
Derived from their empirical evidence evaluation of the literature on MOOCs, Glance
and colleagues (2013) state that MOOCs are as effective as face-to-face instruction, and
may, in some respects, improve learning outcomes.
A Profile of MOOC Learners
The creation of MOOCs brought the promise of educating the underserved and
those who did not have access to education and in many instances these goals are being
achieved (Schmid et al., 2015). Many studies have investigated MOOC learners and help
provide an idea about there their demographics and motivations to taking a MOOC.
MOOC learners come from all corners of the world and there has been considerable
growth in Asia (Macleod, Haywood, Woodgate, & Alkhatnai, 2015)
Researchers examined MOOCs being taught through Harvard, University of
Pennsylvania, MIT, and Duke University and found that MOOC students tended to be
older, held existing educational degrees, were wealthier, and had greater existing access
to educational resources (Christensen et al., 2013; Dillahunt, Wang, & Teasley, 2014;
Goldwasser et al., 2014; Newman & Oh, 2014). Another study found that first-generation
MOOC users are more likely to have education, higher socioeconomic status, and more
financial resources (Perna et al., 2014).
There has been some growth among learners under 18 (MacLeod, Haywood,
Woodgate, & Alkhatnai, 2015). Schmid et al. (2015) also found that there is a segment of
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those under 18 taking MOOCs. High school students are enrolling in courses that are
catered toward college preparation and university-level introductory courses (Atkeson,
2014).
In terms of learner cognition, the assumption of leading MOOC pedagogy is that
learners have access to social and knowledge networks, but also possess the confidence
and content understanding to complete the learning process. Dron and Anderson (2007)
claim that learning happens best in the realm of networks rather than individually or ingroup contexts. Learners self-identify their own learning needs and undergo a process of
locating relevant information and work on their own creation of knowledge and cognitive
retrieval skills- all while working on developing their own social capital (Davies, 2003;
Phillips, 2002). Learning artifacts are considered open, accessible, and persistent, thus
making MOOCs a natural fit in terms of adoption of the constructivist pedagogy.
Student’s cognitive presence is amplified by developing quality interactions through the
network system (Anderson & Dron, 2011).
Anderson and Dron (2011) posit that learner activity and cognition are
commitment drivers to building social capital through learner contributions with social
media, threaded conferences and discussions, wikis, and other network tools (Anderson
& Dron, 2011). Dron (2006) asserts that the past experience of former learners, or those
who have completed a MOOC, can add to the scholarship and information that can serve
as a suggestion guide for new MOOC users to follow.
MOOCs were promised to help those who did not have access to higher education
reach that ability to learn from others around the world. One group focused their work on
those who reported a lack of educational resources. Their findings indicated adult
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learners enrolled in MOOCs were slightly more likely to be unemployed and looking for
work, yet also possessed an advanced degree past a high school diploma (Schmid et al.,
2015). Family and work commitments were also limitations mentioned by learners
regarding their ability to access and complete MOOCs (Schmid et al., 2015).
MOOCs as a Disruption to Higher Education
There are fears that students will seek to enroll and earn certificates through
MOOCs and forego the traditional four-year college route (Esposito, 2012). Others fear
that employers might consider the certificates offered from a world-class institution to
carry more weight than a degree from a second- or third-tier college or university
(Esposito, 2012). Olsson (2016) suggests that open enrollment in MOOCs could present a
hindrance to the academic integrity of offered courses.
MOOCs have made their mark on the education system in terms of accessibility
of information, the manner in which distance education can be delivered, and in terms of
attempting to understand the pedagogy and theories in educating learners through the lens
of Web 2.0 (Schuwer et al., 2015; Zhang & Kenny, 2010).
Teaching with Technology
The call for leadership educators to meet the needs of students’ abilities as digital
natives has been made (Phelps, 2012). Yet, incorporating technology with instruction can
be problematic for some instructors (Mishra and Kohler, 2007).
Instructor intent behind using technology is to strengthen both pedagogy and
subject matter (Heitink, Voogt, Verplanken, van Braak, & Fisser, 2016). Technology
makes learning more attractive for students and allows them to realize education goals as
they engage in the learning process (Heitink, Voogt, Verplanken, van Braak, & Fisser,
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2016). Adapted teaching styles centered on technology reach out to Generation Z and
previous generations, but their incorporation of technology-based instruction also ensures
that teaching and learning outcomes are being delivered through effective measures
(Chicioreanu and Amza, 2018).
The open characteristics of MOOCs can be multifaceted, including in the
approaches that are used to address learner styles and abilities. A universal design
approach to teaching allows for the use of pedagogy and methodology that can
potentially reach all students, regardless of ability and learning style (Garguilo &
Metcalf, 2017). The idea of achieving universal design in the teaching approach can be
considered when new and emerging technologies are introduced into instruction.
According to Story, Mueller, and Mace (1998), “universal design are the products and
environments to be used by all people, to the greatest extent, without the need for
adaptation of specialized design.” Concepts such as motion-sensing doors in shopping
centers, groceries, and malls are examples of universal design in action.
MOOCs have the ability to increase access and empower people who may
otherwise be excluded from the learning process when compared to other online learning
opportunities (Iniesto, McAndrew, Minocha, & Coughlan, 2016). Iniesto and colleagues
(2016) cite the work being done across Europe to include UD and redesign that works for
students of all ability levels. A universal design for learning (UDL) provides a framework
for college instructors to be used in their delivery of courses (Smith, 2012). When applied
to teaching and learning, UDL allows for a lens of inclusivity that targets the affective,
strategic, and recognition learning of student (Rose & Meyer, 2002; Rose & Meyer,
2006; Rose & Gravel, 2010). UDL also offers a framework for instructional design and
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assessment that can close gaps in a student’s existing knowledge, scaffold attempts at
supporting student learning, and initiate metacognition (Rose & Meyer, 2002; Rose &
Gravel, 2010). Course designs using UDL were found to be more effective and led to
positive student perceptions (Schelly, Davies, & Spooner, 2011). The ability to
incorporate digital tools and resources through a UDL approach offer strategies targeted
at engaging college students (Smith, 2012). When institutions of higher education take
the time to meet the needs of others, we see an environment and coursework that is made
to serve the greater good of all, and less time spent on focusing on the disabilities
themselves. (Higby & Goff, 2006). Examples of this type of UD design would be
offering captioning on videos, not using color as the only indicator to convey importance
or information on making course content downloadable (Sanchez-Gordon & Jujan-Mora,
2014).
In terms of instruction, MOOCs provide more freedom to engage and encourage
student learning and is not solely responsible for defining, creating, or assigning content
(Anderson & Dron, 2011). Instructors can also be viewed as an important friend and cotraveler along the path of education (Anderson & Dron, 2011). The pedagogy encourages
a collaborative environment where instructor and student create a) content and selfreflection, b) key comments, c) learning objects, d) resources, and e) other digital
artifacts drive contributions and future content.
A level of skepticism exists on the use of technology in education. Hutching and
Quinney (2015) found that instructors fear allowing students access to technology and
utilizing methodologies that require technology (such as MOOCs or gaming) would a)
disrupt the learning process, b) cause loss of focus on material, c) impact the learning
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outcomes, and d) provide the opportunity for a distraction from content. However, there
is also a school of thought that technology paired with learning can have the opposite
effects for students (Lavin, Korte, & Davis, 2011).
The approach to utilizing technology to teach a MOOC or advanced methodology
can be problematic for instructors. Students do not always possess the autonomy and
motivation in certain areas of course navigation or are not willing to command control
over developing their own understanding in a technical environment (Kop & Hill, 2008).
A majority of MOOC learner survey respondents in one study reported there was poor
content delivery in terms of instructional design principles (Margaryan, Bianco, &
Littlejohn, 2015).
The use of technology can address the course matriculation and navigation, offer
approaches that enhance learner cognition and development, and help students build
technical, conceptual and behavioral skills that transcend into their leader and leadership
development.

A Pedagogical Understanding of Leadership- Oriented MOOCs
As distance education has evolved and changed so has the pedagogy that drives
instruction and strategies used by instructors. Each distance education pedagogical design
captures a worldview defined by its epistemological foundations, development models
and technologies used (Anderson & Dron, 2011; Aerts, et al., 1994). This section will
examine the use of leadership education MOOCs in terms of education and professional
development and the pedagogy used in their delivery. These discussions are essential to
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better understanding how MOOCs are taught and what is known about their instructional
methodologies and role within education.

MOOCs as Professional Development
Throughout the literature review, the presence of MOOCs being used for the
purpose of cognitive and professional development was common. Professional
development can serve many functions, but one of the most common MOOC uses in
leadership is that of leadership development and training for the individual (Moldoveanu
& Narayandas, 2019). MOOCs have emerged as a popular and affordable delivery
method of professional development among businesses and for those seeking professional
development certification for their employees (Meister, 2013; Grossman, 2013;
Moldoveanu & Narayandas, 2019).
Addressing the skills gap is a concern for companies who have found it difficult
to find the right talent for their positions (Barton, 2012). The skills gap phenomenon is of
global concern (Calonge & Shah, 2014; Lakshmi, 2013). One study revealed that the
development process and on-the-job training provided through MOOCs was favored
highly by employees and helped fit the needs of workplace skill development (Egloffstein
& Ifenthaler, 2017). Prior research shows that the majority of learners are professionals
and that the MOOC combination of instruction and peer community learning are good
strategies for professional development (Laurillard, 2016). A large number of sampled
employers (n= 103) were already using or had planned to use MOOCs for professional
development for their employees (Radford, et al., 2014). Some learners with a bachelor’s
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degree turn to MOOCs as a complimentary approach offered by their employers to obtain
certification and close their own skills gap (Calonge & Shah, 2016).
Albert and Sekhon (2015) identified the seven positive factors and outcomes
MOOCs can have as a means of professional development: (a) content, (b) context, (c)
curation and co-creation, (d) communication, (e) collaboration, (f) competition, and (g)
certification. Their work shows the varying outcomes of MOOCs across a professional
development context in their work toward building skills gaps through the use of
MOOCs. Corporate and non-governmental support for MOOCs has risen from companies
like The World Bank and their partnership with Coursera, one of the largest MOOC
providers (Daniel et al, 2015). Ong and Grigoryan (2015) detailed that the number of
partnerships between companies, MOOC providers, and universities were increasing
because of the win-win situation.
Credentialing, through certificates or digital badges, was also necessary,
according to surveyed employees (Egloffstein & Ifenthaler, 2017). Digital badges have
been granted to students who have completed MOOCs as a form of motivation and to
promote engagement (Muilenburg & Berge, 2016).
There are some issues to consider in terms of MOOCs as a source of professional
development. There are fears that students will seek to enroll and earn certificates
through MOOCs and forego the traditional four-year college route (Carr, 2012), and that
employers might consider the certificates offered from a world-class institution to carry
more weight than a degree from a second-or third-tier college or university (Dennis,
2012). The hidden costs associated with MOOCs and their certificate granting procedures
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have made many scholars call the practice into question (O’Reilly, 2013; Khalil & Ebner,
2014).
Another issue is that of professional integrity. Olsson (2016) points out that open
courses being offered as a means of professional development should examine the use of
non-disclosure agreements to protect trade secrets and other sensitive information not
disclosed on the public market that might be disclosed between learners or instructorstudent. It remains important to see the opposing views related to the use of MOOCs in a
professional development capacity.
MOOCs in Leadership Education
The leadership field is rich in content and context and can be complicated to teach
(Guthrie & Jenkins, 2018). Leadership and leadership education has had its own place in
distance education over time. The evolution of distance education has been in large part
due to the visionary efforts of campus leadership and those early adopters of teaching
innovation and embracing technology over time (Rogers, 2010). Early work on online
courses centered on the notion of leadership among instructors and those who taught and
developed online distance education courses (Nworie, 2012).
MOOCs have a strong foundation in content related to leadership education. A
Google search by the author returned over 5,800 MOOC courses that centered on various
aspects of leadership. [Note: The searches returned results for a large number of
traditional online courses; therefore all 5,800 are not available to be included in the study
population.]
The ability of a leadership educator to conceptualize the definitions of leadership
into the varying delivery methods can be a challenge. Effective leadership practice
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involves the ability of the leader to understand their abilities and skills to lead and then to
understand strategies that lead to their practice. Northouse (2018) describes leadership as
the combination of traits, skills, abilities, and behaviors practiced within our relationships
with self and others to achieve common goals. Leadership education researchers explain
course delivery methods that include content focused on theory and practical
applications, discussion, and co-curricular programs (Eich, 2007; Jenkins, 2012; Sowcik,
2012).
The development of curriculum and the selection of methodology can require an
instructor to reflect on the notion that opportunities and experiences can help shape
leadership development through cognition, development, and leadership motivation
(Allen & Wergin, 2008). The intersection of effective delivery, cognition, and application
in leadership education can impact both the instructor pedagogy and the learner
development (Miller & Miller, 2001). Teaching leadership involves a complexity that
may not exist in some academic disciplines, as leadership educators focus their courses
on attitudes, knowledge, behavior, and application (Rosch & Anthony, 2012). Rosch and
Anthony (2012) state that the successful use of leadership as the foundation of pedagogy
requires educators to envision pedagogy as larger than teaching strategies, but instead in a
manner where the educators serve as leaders in helping the student learn and grow.
The active role of leadership educators to examine their pedagogy and
instructional methods is vital to the development of leadership education. Rosch and
Anthony (2012) state in order for leadership to serve as a foundation for pedagogy,
leadership educators must put themselves into a leadership role focused on helping
students learn and grow.
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Leadership educators are encouraged to look at assignments and activities that
integrate evaluation and assessment through interactive teaching methods, such as
MOOCs (Jenkins, Endersby, & Guthrie, 2015). While leadership educators are positioned
to teach inclusive perspectives, they must also engage in culturally relevant pedagogy to
frame these types of discussions in order to be effective (Chunoo & Callahan, 2017).
Creative and digital technologies and leadership platforms will advance the field
toward more connected and collaborative learning environments (Jenkins, Endersby, &
Guthrie, 2015).
Online Leadership Pedagogy
Few studies have examined online leadership pedagogy, despite interest in
leadership education and the growth of distance education (Phelps, 2012). Little
discussion of the online pedagogy of leadership exists, therefore many general online
pedagogical descriptions offer the more relevant examples of practice and innovation
(e.g., Miller, 2015; O’Dowd & Lewis, 2016; Bonk & Zhang, 2008; Snyder, 2009).
Instructional strategy use in online leadership courses has been investigated in very few
studies (Phelps, 2012; Jenkins, Endersby, & Guthrie, 2015). More specific research into
instructional methods utilized in leadership courses include work on blogs (Gifford,
2010), service learning (Guthrie & McCracken, 2010) social media (Odom, Jarvis,
Sandlin, & Peek, 2013), and podcasts (Robinson & Ritzko, 2009).
Jenkins’ (2016) research on online courses sought to explore information on the
teaching pedagogies associated with leadership education. Within the bounds of online
leadership courses, they used a quantitative survey (N=118) to gain the perspectives of
instructional methods and assessments used by undergraduate and graduate instructors in
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leadership courses in the U.S and Canada. Their selection of online strategies was
informed by the empirical studies of Djajalaksana (2011; see also Fletcher, Djajalaksana,
& Eison, 2012; Bonk, Graham, Cross, & Moore, 2006; Bonk & Zhang, 2008). Their
work also incorporated pedagogy from the work of Allen and Hartman (2008), Conger
(1992), and Shulman’s framework of signature pedagogies (Shulman, 2005), which
provided a recommendation that pedagogies link ideas, practice and values that lead to
practical and informed use of the content. Jenkins (2012,2013) investigations into
leadership pedagogy also informed the list of instructional methods that were examined
for the online leadership pedagogy study (see Table 1). This list provides a
comprehensive array of instructional methods that are used during online instruction.
Jenkins (2016) work examined online instructor assessment strategies (see Figure
2.3) and the previously mentioned works formed this list as well. The study led to an
improved understanding of the teaching of leadership in online courses and increased the
understanding of strategies and assessments that online leadership instructors used. These
same lists will be used to examine leadership MOOC pedagogy.
Discussion boards: Shared Instructor-Student, Discussion Boards: Instructor-led,
and Group Discussion were the most utilized instructional strategies. The findings
indicated that instructors placed the most weight on discussion boards, writing projects,
and participation in order to assess the student’s course grade. This study is one of the
few online leadership studies in existence that reveals the pedagogy of leadership
education from an online perspective.

36
Table 2.2
Online Leadership Instructional Strategies (Jenkins 2016)
No.

Instructional Strategy

1

Case Studies

2

Class Polling & Surveys

3

6

Computer-based Learning
Exercises/ Games/ Simulations
Discussion Boards: InstructorLead
Discussion Boards: Shared
Instructor-Student
Discussion Boards: Student-Lead

7

Group Discussion

8

Interactive Presentation

9

Media Clips

10

Online Collaborative Projects

11

Online Debates

12

Online Formative Quizzes

13

Online Lecture

14

Participation in Social
Networking

15

Problem-based Learning

16

Reflective Journals/ Blogs

17

Scavenger Hunts

18

Self-Assessments & Instruments

19

Students Questions/ Activities

20

Student-Peer Evaluation

4
5

Description
Students examine written or oral stories or vignettes that
highlights a case of effective or ineffective leadership.
Students complete online polls or surveys designed to
collect data on peer or social ideas and constructs.
Students complete interactive computer-based learning
exercises.
Students participate in instructor moderated online
discussions of course content.
Students participate with one another and the instructor in a
share discussion of course content.
Students participate in and moderate online discussions of
course content.
Students read and respond to text or other prompts in
assigned of self-selected subgroups.
Students view an interactive presentation (i.e., PowerPoint,
Prezi) prior to taking part in the online discussion with an
assigned group.
Students learn about leadership theory/ topics through film,
television, or other clips (e.g., YouTube, Hulu).
Students contribute to the creation of a course-based website
or wiki.
Students form opposing groups (in response to instructor
prompts or topics) and argue for or against a position using
key course concepts, evidence, logic, etc.
Students take ungraded online quizzes covering course
content.
Students view instructor presentations delivered in online
media (real-time streaming video/ audio or off-line video/
audio recordings).
Instructor uses social networking/ media (e.g., Facebook,
Twitter, Instagram) as a tool for student participation,
activities, assignments, or communication.
Students learn about leadership through the experience of
problem solving in specific situation.
Students create ungraded reflective online journal entries in
a personal weblog/blog.
Students find and discuss web resources of accomplish a set
of online tasks.
Students complete questionnaires or other instruments
designed to enhance their self-awareness in a variety of
areas (e.g., learning style, personality type, leadership style,
etc.).
Students create questions or design activities for peer
participation.
Students critique other students’ work using previously
described criteria and provide specific suggestions for
improvement.
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Table 2.3.
Online Leadership Assessment Strategies (Jenkins 2016)
No.
1

Assessment Strategy
Case or Case Study Analysis

2

Discussion Boards

3

Exams

4

Group Projects/Presentations

5
6
7

Individual Leadership
Development Plans
Individual Research
Projects/Presentations
Major Writing Project/Term
Paper

8

Observation/Interview of a
Leader

9

Online/E-Portfolio

10

Participation

11

Quizzes

12

Read and Respond

Description
Students are graded on coherence, relevancy to class, ideas
generated, content integration, etc.
Students are graded on the quality and content of their
discussion posts.
Students complete online tests or exams intended to assess
subject matter mastery.
Students are graded on work from a prescribed project or
online presentation in a small group.
Students develop specific goals and vision statements for
individual leadership development.
Students actively research a leadership theory or topic and
present findings in online presentation or written format.
Students write a significant paper exploring course content
or research (such as a literature review) as a major course
assignment.
Students observe or interview an individual leading others
effectively or ineffectively and report their findings to the
instructor/class.
Students document their own learning stored in an
online/electronic portfolio on the internet.
Students are given points for active participation in online
course activities such as discussions, chats, or other
interactive computer-based learning exercises.
Student complete short graded online quizzes intended to
assess subject matter mastery.
Students are graded on their responses to questions
generated by the instructor or from the end of the text
chapter for the purpose of allowing students to explore
specific ideas or statements in depth and breadth.

13

Reflective Journals

14

Self-evaluations

15

Short Papers

16

Student Peer Assessment

17

Video Creation or Digital
Storytelling\

Students are graded on the quality of written reflections on
their experiences or understandings of lessons learned about
course content.
Students respond in writing to criteria set for evaluating
their learning.
Students author one or more short papers (ten pages or
fewer) exploring course content.
Students critique other students’ work using previously
described criteria and provide specific suggestions for
improvement.
Students create short video presentations and post them
online.

38
MOOC Pedagogy
MOOCs are likely to adapt to changes over time and incorporate pedagogical
insights learned from initial teaching experiences (Grainger, 2013). Miller (2015) asserts
that best practices are not always achieved in MOOC learning, as teacher/learner and the
development of learning communities are two missing components of online education.
There is no clear set of pedagogy to drive their practice.
Glance, Forsey, and Riley (2013) defined signature characteristics for MOOC
instruction that still appear to be the standard among MOOC researchers. To validate the
claims that MOOCs are based on pedagogical foundations and are comparable to face-toface instruction offered by universities, the researchers (Glance et al., 2013) conducted a
review of the empirical literature. Figure 2.5 outlines that MOOCs are defined by
characteristics that include: lectures formatted as short videos combined with formative
quizzes, automated assessment and/or peer and self-assessment, and an online forum for
peer support and discussion.
Table 2.4.
Characteristics of MOOCs and related pedagogical benefits
(Glance, Forsey, & Riley, 2013)
MOOC Characteristic

Pedagogical Benefits

Online mode of delivery

Efficacy of online learning

Online quizzes and assessments

Retrieval learning

Short videos and quizzes

Mastery learning

Peer and self-assessment

Enhanced learning through this assessment

Short videos

Enhanced attention and focus

Online forums

Peer assistance, out-of-band learning
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Glance, Forsey, & Riley (2013) state that the combination of character MOOC
components, their massive enrollment, and the fact that they are open for anyone to take
do make them different from other methods of online education. Kennedy (2014)
discusses the importance of openness, potential barriers to persistence in student
completion, and the two distinct structures of xMOOCs and cMOOCs (Kennedy, 2014)
as being important in the understanding of MOOC pedagogy. As has been stated,
MOOCs could be considered to be in their infant stages of development (Wood, 2013),
and thus, a clear pedagogy has not emerged to drive this newest innovation of teaching
and learning. The origins of the term pedagogy can focus on the varying types of
teachers, the contexts of teaching, and a focus on the process of teaching and learning
(Watkins & Mortimore, 1999). In terms of this study, we will focus on understanding the
contexts and rituals of teaching and the integration into teaching and learning.
The work of Siemens (2005; 2006) and Downes (2005; 2012) both considered
pioneers among the MOOC movement, argues that understanding learning behaviors
could not fully explain learning as it occurs in Web 2.0. Their assumptions in these
theories were that knowledge resides in an individual and that knowledge is a thing that
people can create or appropriate (Siemens, 2005, 2006; Downes,2008). The duo argued
that these attributes are not comparable with the characteristics of the way knowledge is
shared in Web 2.0, and the dynamic nature of knowledge in Web 2.0 contradicted the
assumptions of knowledge in the existing theories and the development of perspectives
among available online knowledge contradicted the individual location (Siemens, 2005,
2006; Downes, 2008, 2012). Siemens and Downes proposed a new learning theory called
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connectivism, which states that knowledge is a neural response to what learners believe
they have seen and that these patterns are a learner’s response to the individual’s network
and patterns of thought (Clara & Barbera, 2013; Downes, 2008; Siemens, 2006).
The use of Web 2.0 related content allow people to experience a freedom of
sharing their work through a variety of open web sites, thus allowing an ease to the
availability of the collective resources encouraged by the open participation and the
increase in creative activity (Potter, 2018).
The development of connectivist pedagogy helped progress distance education
beyond the transfer of knowledge into a format that could be synchronous or
asynchronous through the transfer of information between instructor and student
(Anderson & Dron, 2011). A connectivist approach to teaching has its foundations in the
social-cognitive pedagogy. Under this pedagogical approach, the instructor serves as a
guide who leads learners through content secondary to the process of learning (Kanuka &
Anderson, 1999), where distance is a critical component (Garrison, 1997), and the use of
immersive technologies provides enhanced learning to take place (McKerlich &
Anderson, 2007). While some scholars argue that the connectivist approach limits
accessibility and produces more costly distance education models (Annand, 1999), the
approach has been adopted as a pedagogy and with the basic assumption that learning is a
process of building information networks and resources that may be applied to real world
issues (Siemens, 2005a, 2005b, 2007; Downes, 2008). The fundamental ideas behind
connectivist pedagogy make up the structure of cMOOCs focused on building a
community and expanding beyond the role of traditional MOOCs and traditional online
courses (Downes, 2008).
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The real-time problem solving approach to application is one of the defining
characteristics of the pedagogy, as well as forming and maintaining network connections
that are both current and flexible in nature (Anderson & Dron, 2011). Most notable is the
assumption that information and content is readily available through Web 2.0 so that the
learner’s role is not total cognition or understanding, but instead having the capacity to
locate and direct knowledge when needed (Anderson & Dron, 2011).
MOOCs are a form of personal learning environment that can a) create a learnercentered approach to education, b) provide quality opportunities for learning by allowing
the learner to form his or her own knowledge, and c) drive the learning process through
software and their own personal needs (McLoughlin, 2013). A methodology for defining
the effectiveness of student learning through MOOCs (Munoz-Merino, RuiperezValiente, Alrio-Hoyos, & Kloos, 2015) has been proposed, but does not provide concrete
pedagogy for instruction in the MOOC format.
Siemens (2005) established principles of the theory, but other researchers state
that what may constitute educational theory and its practical application can be contested
(Carr, 2006). Clara and Barbera (2013) argue that this new theory does not actually
involve the learning process or concept development in its foundation, but instead that the
theory begins the conversation on MOOC pedagogy.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY
This chapter describes the methods used to study the pedagogy utilized in
leadership-oriented MOOCs, as well as define the characteristics and topics covered to
provide a clear picture of the current state of leadership MOOCs. The research will be
exploratory in design. The study examines the frequency of online leadership education
pedagogy (Jenkins, 2016) and the presence of key MOOC pedagogy (Glance et al., 2013)
in leadership MOOCs. This research is founded by the completion of a pilot study,
discussed later in the chapter. The research questions central to the design and
methodology are:
1. What instructional pedagogies are used in leadership-oriented MOOCs?
2. What are the defining characteristics of course and curricular design of
leadership MOOCs?
3. What leadership development topics are covered in leadership MOOCs?

Research Design
An exploratory quantitative descriptive content analysis was the research method
chosen to best address the questions of this study. According to Neuendorf (2016),
content analysis is a summarizing form of quantitative analysis of messages that follows
the standards of the scientific method (including reliability and validity), and is not
limited to the types of variables that may be measured or in the way the context of the
messages is presented. While content analysis may be quantitative or qualitative in nature
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(Creswell & Creswell, 2017), a descriptive content analysis allows the researcher to
examine the content in question while using their findings to provide a descriptive
summary of the content that was investigated in a quantitative manner (Neuendorf, 2016).
Descriptive analysis provides a sense of clarity to a study as they focus directly on the
reporting of data in an almost archival fashion (Neuendorf, 2016).
The value of a content analysis approach within a leadership context has
previously been demonstrated in the leadership field. Prior leadership research has paved
the way for content analysis to shed light on avoided areas of segmented knowledge in a
manner that provides a clearer representation of what is occurring in various academic
areas (Marra, Moore, & Klimczak, 2004; Morris, 1994; Insch, Moore, & Murphy, 1997).
Insch, Moore, and Murphy (1997) remind leadership scholars that content analysis is very
much in their wheelhouse and should be utilized to investigate written and oral language.
Meindl (1990) asserts that leadership is a function of leaders and followers embedded
within a field of contextual variables. Building upon this thought, content analysis can be
used to capture contextually-rich data to examine leader-follower interactions (Insch,
Moore, & Murphy, 1997). In the instance of the present research, the interaction occurs
between instructor-student, viewed in an identical lens to the interaction between a
leader-follower (Noland & Richards, 2014). Fenner and Piotrowski (2018) identified the
most common communication theories utilized in conjunction with leadership
scholarship through using a keyword search. Parry, Mumford, Bower, and Watts (2013)
discuss content analysis through a leadership lens as a primarily qualitative method but
point out that when used in a summative content analysis approach, the line teeters
toward quantitative since investigators are establishing numerical counts to test a
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theoretical aspect. In the case of this research, a summative content analysis approach
will provide frequency data regarding pedagogy and methodology used across leadershiporiented MOOCs informed from prior research in the field.
The description of content analysis by Ahuvia (2001) guides this study: “Content
analysis will be used as a …general term for methodologies that code text into categories
and then count their frequencies of occurrences within each category.” This approach to
content analysis provides a structural way of analyzing data that is typically open-ended
and unstructured (Rose, Sprinks, & Canhoto, 2014), and will involve classifying textual
material by following a methodological, sequential procedure of a coding system and the
rules of application (Schreier, 2012).
In previous leadership work, Weber (1990) recommends single classification,
classifying each item in the category where it best fits, even when carrying weaker
attributes of another category. More recent work in leadership has either supported or
utilized this same single classification approach (Klenke, 2016; Boréus & Bergström,
2017; Spohn, 2018). This study examines the manifest content of messages existing in
MOOC course descriptions, available syllabi, and other descriptive information. The goal
is to compile a list of leadership-based pedagogy used by instructors in the delivery of
leadership MOOCs, and to understand the key characteristics as they apply to MOOCs.
The nature of this survey is cross-sectional (Ary, Jacobs, Irvine, & Walker, 2018;
Creswell & Creswell, 2017) by using the observational data provided by the leadership
MOOC analysis at one point in time. This method was chosen in order to replicate prior
leadership studies which investigate instructional methods and related content (Jenkins,
2018).
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Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this study is to examine the current state of leadership MOOCs by
identifying a) the pedagogy and instructional strategies utilized in leadership-oriented
MOOCs, b) the defining characteristics (e.g. enrollment numbers, financial cost, etc.),
and c) the range of leadership topics covered throughout their content. These
identifications will help better understand the current state of leadership MOOCs and
their use for education and professional development purposes.

Development of the Measure

The individual investigation examines the manifest content available from the
MOOC platform, course and course descriptions, and leadership topics. Consistent with
the recommendation by Stevens (1951), both nominal and ordinal levels of measurements
will be utilized in the coding process.
The codebook [Appendix A] and codesheet [Appendix B] were derived from the
list of online leadership course instructional methods and assessments provided by
Jenkins (2016) and the MOOC pedagogy provided by Glance and colleagues (2013). The
major findings were evaluated from the pilot study and the information is available in the
descriptive content on the MOOC platforms and on each single MOOC homepage. The
pilot study examined the leadership pedagogy of traditional in-classroom strategies
(Jenkins, 2012). The results of the pilot study were found to be more aligned with the
strategies used in the online leadership strategies research conducted by Jenkins (2016),
thus the decision was made to incorporate this more recent list of instructional pedagogy
into the current research study.
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Potential Bias in the Measures
When utilizing manual coding strategies, the coding process is subject to bias.
The manual coding process entails the researcher to use marks on the codesheet in order
to catalog the available data from each evaluated MOOC. A possible alternative might be
to use coding software that manages the coding and codebook/codesheet process. Content
analysis coding software, such as computer-aided text analysis (CATA) (Neundorf, 2017)
or other computer text analysis programs, has not been proven to provide more reliable
results when examining more detailed or nuanced coding for quantitative content analysis
over manual coding (Lowe, 2002; Neuendorf, 2017).
The goal of quantitative content analysis is to produce counts of the frequency of
measurements or other variables that appear within the bounds of the study (Fink, 2009),
thus diminishing the level of bias that can occur under certain content analysis models.
Insch, Moore, and Klimczak (1997) also state that content analysis reduces the potential
for research bias or demand artifacts. The coding process and codesheet seek to reduce
potential bias in respect to gender and sex of the instructor, social class, nationality or
immigration status, and other demographic data. Although this information is not being
collected in the current study, it does not have an impact on the data results and goals of
research.

Reliability
Striving for reliability provides confidence in the research measures used to
collect data (Ary, Jacobs, Sorensen, & Walker, 2018). In the use of content analysis, the
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ability of reproducibility is the most notable interpretation of reliability (Kripperndorf,
2018).
The content analysis pedagogy pilot study evaluated the use of traditional
classroom pedagogical words in either the course description or course syllabi in order to
ascertain which methods and learning assessments are used most often in teaching
leadership-based content in a MOOC setting.
To field test and provide coding reliability in the pilot study, a coding sample of
three MOOCs not used in the pilot study analysis was given to another researcher not
associated with the project. The researcher was asked to evaluate the coding sample of
MOOCs using the codebook and codesheet by evaluating the leadership pedagogical
methods, MOOC pedagogical methods, and a determination of cMOOC or xMOOC type
(based on criteria explained further in the codebook and found previously in chapter two).
Coding for other information provided in the MOOC descriptions accounted for course
title, professor instructing the course, university affiliation, course cost, category/tag
words, course level, length of course, estimated effort, final exam or project, certificate
granted, certificate price, language (search parameters set to English), and leadership
topic course and curricular design.
The author and one additional researcher tested a random probability sample of
three leadership-related MOOCs for intercoder reliability. As is customary in similar
research situations, all coders received the same cases to code for reliability purposes
(Neuendorf, 2016). In order to determine reliability between two coders that have
evaluated the same data, Cohen’s Kappa (Cohen, 1960; Fleiss, 1971) was used to
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evaluate chance agreement (Neundorf, 2016). This process of data comparison is a
favorable method when using a checklist in the research data set (Berry & Mielke, 1988).
After completion of the subsample, Cohen’s kappa was calculated based on the
coded findings. All but two of the five preliminary categories returned with a result
between .84 and .97, signifying strong and a near perfect agreement when accounting for
chance (McHugh, 2012). The two categories labeled “certificate offered,” which resulted
in a .5 (indicating weak agreement), and “pedagogy,” with a result of .23 (indicating
minimal agreement), returned percentage agreements below the recommended levels of
.70 among coders. In order to improve reliability and validation of the findings from the
pilot, steps were taken to develop phrasing of the reconfiguration of the variables with
better defined categories (Fink & Gantz, 1996). Enhancements to the codebook
explanations were employed to increase reliability of the study in a manner to secure
future reliability for this current research.
Under the “Certificate Offered” section, there was confusion on a number of the
meanings of the terminology, which was later edited to better explain the terminology in
the codebook. The “Pedagogy” section required the most work for reliability, allowing
better instructions for evaluating the presence, or lack of, the existing pedagogies,
carefully catered to the coder. It appeared as though one coder indicated the presence of 1
to 4 less pedagogies in the initial sample, resulting in .32 and .41 percent agreement.
Therefore, weak agreement percentage was caused by the mixed results of coders and the
instructions were further defined and more detail was provided (McHugh, 2012). A
further test within the intercoder reliability stage saw a .89 agreement (signifying strong)
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after the instructions were altered. The improved instructions help to regulate coding and
increased coder cognition in the current research.
Reliable data comes from a coder who follows the explicit and communicable
instructions (Kripperndorf, 2018). While it is recommended that multiple coders be used
for content analysis, researchers have demonstrated that a single-coder system is
appropriate if the coder has undergone a sufficient period of training (Milne & Adler,
1998). The reliability achieved in the pilot sample demonstrates that an acceptable level
of reliability has been reached before a single coder begins their analysis (Milne & Adler,
1998). Single-coder systems have been utilized in previous studies and recommendations
make single coding possible (Drisko & Maschi, 2015; Camprubi & Coromina, 2016;
Pennings & Keman, 2002; Krippendorf, 2018). Based upon these recommendations and
examples, the work done in the pilot study to address reliability measures for a singlecoder system found strong and nearly perfect agreement (McHugh, 2012). With the steps
taken to increase agreement and the knowledge of the variables and criterion, the author
will serve as a single coder in this investigation of leadership MOOCs.

Validity
Validity of human-coded analysis is a concern (Neuendorf, 2016), and each study
begins the process anew because of the uniqueness to the content analysis process (Janis,
1949). This exploratory content analysis may have been influenced by threats to the
validity of the results in the study.
Prior research has provided examples of validation methods in content analysis.
Validity can be measured through a study’s approach to construct validity, its accuracy,
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and precision associated with the measures and their intended measure (Babbie, 2013;
Carmines & Zeller, 1979; Fink, 2009; Ary, et al., 2018). In quantitative content analysis,
the researcher provides data, but not interpretation (Kaplan, 1964). Yet, according to
Messick (1989), validity is an evaluative judgment of the degree to which empirical
evidence supports the appropriateness of interpretations and actions based on the method
of assessment. Studies that identify, categorize, and count objective elements and provide
a summary of the data are sound and show validity (Rourke & Anderson, 2004).
Internal validity of the study may be impacted from a historical threat. A threat of
selection-instrumentation may occur between MOOC platforms. As MOOCs and
pedagogy are still being investigated and understood, instructors may use the
instructional methods they are accustomed to in an online format. Because of the
selection process for the sample, this issue will be addressed through analyzing all
samples and by following the established protocol.
Content validity is the extent in which a quantity of a measure or variable reflects
the full scope of the concepts being measured (Carmines & Zeller, 1979). In the instance
of this study, and with a similar approach set forth by Smith (1999), the measurement of
characteristics, instructional methodologies, and pedagogies will help reach the goal of
covering the essential parts of leadership MOOCs.
Construct validity is achieved by the utilization of the full list of pedagogy
evaluated by Jenkins (2016) and the full set of MOOC pedagogy developed by Glance
and his colleagues (Glance et al., 2013). In prior research, Smith (1999) measured over
27 variables with each sample, looking at a wide variety of aspects on female sex-role
stereotyping in film characters. The number of variables that Smith (1999) examined is
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comparable to the number of measures being examined in the current study. Following
the recommendations suggested by Neuendorf (2013), using the full domain of the
concept being measured in this study (available syllabi, descriptions, modules, etc.) aids
in covering the critical content available on the MOOC platforms and leadership-focused
MOOCs, which will best answer the determined research questions. Concepts being
investigated in the study demonstrate replicability of the measure to future research in
other related fields and domains. The threat of inadequate preoperational explication of
constructs is addressed through the establishment of the codebook by using the
appropriate terminology and checking its reliability with an additional coder.

Population and Sample Description
The intended study population had initially been comprised of the top six MOOC
platforms as identified by the Reviews.com (2019) article, Best MOOC Platforms of
2019: Coursera, EdX, FutureLearn, Iversity, Cognitive Class, and Udacity Inc. The
independent review firm conducted an extensive study of MOOC platforms with the
highest quality courses and teachers, widest variety of available courses, and the most
specializations offered. A search conducted during the pilot study resulted in a total of
297 leadership-related MOOCs across the six platforms. For this study, a search showed
Coursera produced 316 results, EdX produced 119, and FutureLearn produced 89.
Udacity, Inc., Iversity, and Cognitive Class resulted in zero results; therefore, these
platforms were eliminated from the study. In an effort to gain additional data, Canvas.net
and Stanford Online were added. Both of these MOOC course platforms were excluded
from the initial list since they do not offer exclusive MOOC listings and their content is
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derived from an individual university. However, due to the nature of the study, these
shortcomings were not viewed as exclusionary factors. Both platforms also met the U.S.
or Canadian university factor. This fact provided a broader range of MOOCs for
evaluation. Since a current list based on the availability of leadership-oriented MOOCs is
being offered, a re-evaluation was required based on the offerings from each MOOC
during data collection.
The final decision was to focus the study on U.S. and Canadian universities who
offered leadership-related MOOCs in the English language in order to replicate the
seminal study (Jenkins, 2016) and to focus on pedagogy as closely as possible.
Pedagogical methods may differ across the bounds of culture and approaches to
education, as evidenced by Loizzo and Ertmer (2016). The results indicated that MOOC
instruction and learner experiences remain more complex due to a large global scale
(Loizzo & Ertmer, 2016). By only using the United States and Canada as a criterion, the
sample will remain easily generalizable and without content bias.
A search on each MOOC platform using the search term “leadership” provided
the initial numbers. MOOC courses were eliminated from the population if they were
unavailable in English, or not offered by a U.S. or Canadian institution. Table 3.1 shows
the initial search numbers for each platform and the matriculation population information
after the criteria were met. Some MOOCs did not allow the elimination of international
MOOCs (as they were still offered in English), and the search filters did not denote the
difference in courses and specializations.

53
Table 3.1
Leadership MOOCs Population Description and Matriculation
MOOC Platform

Final Population

Coursera

Initial Search
Number
316

FutureLearn

89

4

EdX

119

19

Canvas.net

2

2

Stanford Online

19

3

68

n= 96

Content analysis does not offer one standard method for determining sample size
among a quantitative study. McMillan (2000) combined data detailing the sampling
methods of over nineteen content analysis research studies, with the population sample
and strategies as varied as the stages. To address problems with sampling online content
(McMillan, 2000), and in an effort to collect a broad representation of the population, all
available 96 leadership MOOCs that met the criteria were evaluated.

Data Analysis Plan & Procedures
Through the content analysis process, each selected MOOC were evaluated with
the criterion of established leadership education and MOOC pedagogy. Because of the
manifest content of the internet and the public nature of MOOC descriptions and
platforms, no IRB was required to complete this research. After evaluating the collected
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data across the identified platforms, this coded information was utilized in a narrative
process (Krippendorff, 2004) to help establish a list of leadership MOOC pedagogy and
instructional methods, to test the MOOC pedagogy offered by Glance and associates
(2013), and to offer a descriptive understanding of leadership MOOC characteristics and
key terminology associated with their content.
Descriptive statistics, including frequency tabulation, across the manifest content
of the MOOC platforms were used to determine the frequency of pedagogical and
instructional methods, the frequency of descriptive characteristics, and the frequency of
the leadership topics covered in the sample.

Figure 3.1 Research Design Process for Examination of Leadership MOOCs
The purpose of this study is to examine the current state of leadership MOOCs by
identifying a) the pedagogy and instructional strategies utilized in leadership-oriented
MOOCs, b) the range of leadership topics covered through their content, and c) the
defining characteristics (e.g. enrollment numbers, financial cost, etc.).
A real time assessment of the sample was conducted to create the list of
leadership MOOCs to be used. The study population and sample consisted of the MOOC
platforms Coursera, EdX, FutureLearn, Stanford Online, and Canvas.net. This research
focused on U.S. and Canadian universities that offer leadership-related MOOCs in the
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English language in order to replicate a portion of the seminal study (Jenkins, 2016) and
focus on the integrity of the pedagogy selected to be tested.
A total population sample was utilized to collect data from each available MOOC
platform. With the codebook and codesheet [see Appendix A and Appendix B] as a
guide, an excel file was prepared to track the information logged by hand for each
evaluated MOOC. The coding worksheet was derived from the list of online leadership
course instructional methods and assessments provided by Jenkins (2016) and the MOOC
pedagogy provided by Glance and colleagues (2013). Crosschecking the manual entry
with the spreadsheet entry aided in the reliability of the study. Each selected MOOC met
the criteria of appearing in a “leadership” keyword search on the identified MOOC
platforms and are being taught by a U.S. or Canadian university in English. This
technique is the best method to ensure all data is captured in a central space.
Through the content analysis process, each selected MOOC was evaluated by
means of the criterion of established leadership education and MOOC pedagogy. After
evaluating the collected data, this coded information was used in a narrative process
(Krippendorff, 2004) to establish a list of leadership MOOC pedagogy and instructional
methods, to test the MOOC pedagogy offered by Glance and associates (2013), and to
create a descriptive understanding of leadership MOOC characteristics.
The results and discussion from the content analysis information are recorded in
order to evaluate the pedagogy of leadership MOOCs and inform the current literature in
the field.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS
This chapter offers the findings and results from a quantitative content analysis
study focused on the state of leadership MOOCs and their instructional and assessment
pedagogy. The purpose of this study is to examine the current state of leadership MOOCs
by identifying a) the pedagogy and instructional strategies utilized in leadership-oriented
MOOCs, b) the range of leadership topics covered through their content, and c) the
defining characteristics (e.g. enrollment numbers, financial cost, etc.). This chapter is
organized to report the results from the research and will address the data in order of the
central research questions of the study. First, a description of the leadership MOOC
population outlines the parameters of the study. Next, a review of the instructional and
assessment pedagogy results provides a description of leadership MOOCs and an
understanding of the manner in which they are being taught. The state of leadership
MOOCs will be presented next in the characteristics section (course level, student effort,
certificate granting, etc.). Last, the results of the leadership “keywords” or “skills to be
gained” will be presented.
Research Questions
The research questions of this study are:
1. What pedagogical strategies are used in leadership-oriented MOOCs?
2. What are the defining characteristics of course and curricular design of
leadership MOOCs?
3. What leadership development topics are covered in leadership MOOCs?
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Leadership MOOCs Population Description
The top six MOOC platforms (as identified by Reviews.com) were Coursera,
EdX, FutureLearn, Cognitive Class, Udacity, and iversity. Only Coursera, EdX, and
FutureLearn returned MOOC course results by using a “leadership” keyword search in
the search bar for each platform. The term “leadership” captured the theme of the study
and provided a consistent term to bind the study population together. Udacity, Iversity,
and Cognitive Class returned zero responses to the “leadership” search, and were
therefore eliminated from the population. In an effort to gain a broader examination of
leadership MOOCs, Canvas.net and Stanford Online were added. These platforms fell
within the top ten platforms on the initial Reviews.com list. These platforms were
eliminated from the Reviews.com evaluated listing because they did not exclusively
house only MOOC courses. In addition, the MOOCs housed on these platforms
represented U.S and Canadian universities, which was part of the population description
from the Jenkins (2016) online leadership pedagogy study. In order to include a broader
range of MOOCs for evaluation, the decision was made to add these platforms to the
study. Namely, since Stanford was one of the original universities to offer MOOCs, the
decision to include this platform in the research was done so from a historical
perspective. While Canvas.net did only list two “leadership” MOOCs, the decision was
made to include the platform after evaluating the options from the remaining list provided
by Reviews.com. Many of these options were not exclusive MOOC content platforms
and searching the term “leadership” brought up listings for departments, programs, and
initiatives and not exclusive MOOC content.
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After initial “leadership” searches were conducted on each platform, MOOC
courses were eliminated from the population if they were not offered in English, nor
taught by a U.S. or Canadian university, a theme replicated from a sample in the Jenkins
(2016) study. Some MOOCs platform search protocols did not include “country” as a
filter (the limitations of using a search filter will be discussed in the findings chapter). In
addition, the search filters did not allow the distinction to search for courses against
specializations/certificates offered that focused on leadership topics (generally, a series of
courses taken together allow the learner to earn a credential). This resulted in a larger
number of MOOCs that showed up in the initial “leadership” search, yet did not meet the
inclusion criteria for the study. The list was manually trimmed by individually evaluating
if the university offering the MOOC was U.S. or Canadian, or if it was a listing for a
specialization/certificate program. 96 leadership MOOCs remained. Therefore, to address
problems with sampling online content that may change (McMillan, 2000), all available
96 leadership MOOCs that met the criteria were evaluated when the search was
conducted. Coursera resulted in the greatest number of leadership MOOCs, as there were
more available MOOCs present at the time of the initial search. Using the inclusion
criteria for the study, the population of 96 leadership MOOCs were used for data
analysis.
It should be noted that during analysis, there were instructional and assessment
strategies present that were not listed in the list of strategies. These were initially coded
as “other” and written down to capture their use. At the end of analysis, the instructional
and assessment strategies that were recorded under “other” were then counted for their
frequency and are presented as an emerging leadership MOOC pedagogy. The definitions
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provided in the Jenkins (2016) study became key in determining the strategies placement
in an existing or emerging category. An example of an emerging assessment strategy is
the Creative Individual Project. An example of a creative individual project included
asking learners to examine a strategic analysis for a nonprofit and developing a coaching
plan. While these types of assignments had the potential to be examples of Short Papers
or Individual Research Projects, the researcher felt the intent of these projects did not
follow the provided definitions for these types of assessments and allowed for a more
creative approach. It can be noted there were nine emerging instructional strategies and
five emerging assessment strategies. Definitions of these emerging strategies are
presented in the Discussion section of this study. From a researcher perspective,
emerging strategies were an outcome of the data analysis that were not accounted for
during the preparation of the methods portion of the study. The outcome of the analysis
prompted their initial coding under “other” and then manifested in their emerging roles in
the analysis.

The Pedagogy of Leadership MOOCs
The data analysis for this section was used to answer the research question, What
instructional pedagogies are used in leadership-oriented MOOCs? This section will
address the results from instructional strategies and instructional assessment strategies
provided by the previous research (Jenkins, 2016).
The process of coding the data involved reading course descriptions, available
syllabi, and the available content on the platform pages for each of the 96 MOOCs. These
pages varied by course and by platform. A codesheet with the instructional and
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assessment strategies were used to code each MOOC [Appendix B]. The codesheet listed
each pedagogical strategy from the Jenkins (2016) work, the MOOC pedagogical
characteristics from the Glance, Forsey, and Riley work (2013), and a listing and
checklist of MOOC characteristics established during the pilot study.
Each MOOC was reviewed for this information and coded as such. For example,
when a MOOC would list “Weekly Quiz,” the researcher made an indication mark in the
instructional or assessment category to show its presence. At times, the term “Quiz” was
used to denote its use as a practice for student cognition, and at other times the instructor
listed it as a definitive assessment strategy, such as Graded Quiz. In these instances, the
importance of context and placement within the description and syllabus became
important. Figure 4.1 illustrates an example of the use of quizzes from a sampled
MOOCs and demonstrates an example when a distinction had to be made regarding being
marked as an instructional or an assessment strategy. Figure 4.1 demonstrates the use of
both types of strategies.

Figure 4.1 An example of MOOC content used during coding
Table 4.1 presents the instructional strategy variables present in the population of
leadership MOOCs. The table is organized with the coded results from the entire study
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population in the first column. The second column contains information from the
Coursera platform, the third column indicates codes from EdX, and the fourth column
indicates the combined findings from the platform trio of FutureLearn, Canvas.net, and
Stanford Online. The instructional strategies are listed in descending order based on their
overall frequency.
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Table 4.1
Frequency of Instructional Strategies in Leadership MOOCs
All MOOCs
Coursera
EdX
Instructional
Strategies
Reading**
Online Lecture
Problem-Based
Learning
Online
Formative
Quizzes
SelfAssessments &
Instruments
Interactive
Presentations
Case
Study/Studies
Interview with a
Leader **
Media Clips
Reflective
Journals
Group
Discussions
Creative
Mapping**
Class Polling &
Surveys
Social
Networking
Discussion
Boards: Student
Lead
Computer-Based
Learning
Student-Peer
Evaluations
Debrief**
Online
Collaborative
Projects
Discussion
Boards:
Instructor-Lead

89
87

% of
sample
92.7
90.6

66

FutureLearn
Cavas.net
Stanford Onl.

68
68

% of
sample
100.0
100.0

18
13

% of
sample
94.7
68.4

3
6

% of
sample
33.3
66.7

68.8

47

69.1

15

78.9

4

44.4

52

54.2

47

69.1

5

26.3

0

0.0

52

54.2

37

54.4

13

68.4

2

22.2

49

51.0

47

69.1

1

5.3

1

11.1

47

49.0

39

57.4

7

36.8

1

11.1

31
28

32.3
29.2

28
22

41.2
32.4

0
3

0.0
15.8

3
3

33.3
33.3

27

28.1

20

29.4

5

26.3

2

22.2

26

27.1

20

29.4

3

15.8

3

33.3

22

22.9

21

30.9

1

5.3

0

0.0

20

20.8

20

29.4

0

0.0

0

0.0

16

16.7

13

19.1

3

15.8

0

0.0

15

15.6

13

19.1

1

5.3

1

11.1

9

9.4

5

7.4

4

21.1

0

0.0

9
7

9.4
7.3

9
7

13.2
10.3

0
0

0.0
0.0

0
0

0.0
0.0

4

4.2

4

5.9

0

0.0

0

0.0

2

2.1

2

2.9

0

0.0

0

n

n

n

n

0.0

(continued)
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All MOOCs
Instructional
Strategies
Discussion
Boards: Shared
InstructorStudent
Discussion with
Coach**
Scavenger Hunts
Student
Questions/
Activities
Live Online
Lecture**
Participation in
Research**
Service
Learning**
Virtual Field
Trip**
Online Debates

Coursera

EdX

FutureLearn
Cavas.net
Stanford Onl.
% of
n
sample

n

% of
sample

n

% of
sample

n

% of
sample

2

2.1

1

1.5

1

5.3

0

0.0

2
1

2.1
1.0

0
1

0.0
1.5

2
0

10.5
0.0

0
0

0.0
0.0

1

1.0

1

1.5

0

0.0

0

0.0

1

1.0

1

1.5

0

0.0

0

0.0

1

1.0

1

1.5

0

0.0

0

0.0

1

1.0

1

1.5

0

0.0

0

0.0

1
0

1.0
0.0

1
0

1.5
0.0

0
0

0.0
0.0

0
0

0.0
0.0

Note: All Leadership MOOC Population n=96
** denotes emerging strategies initially calculated under “other”

Instructional Strategies
Overall, MOOC instructors are using a variety of instructional strategies. On
average, each evaluated leadership MOOC used 6.5 instructional strategies. Over half of
the studied course descriptions indicate that instructors are using reading, online lecture,
problem-based learning, online formative quizzes, interactive presentations, and selfassessments and instruments. Reading emerged as the top instructional strategy with 89
MOOCs, or 92.7% of the population, utilizing it for instructional pedagogical use.
Reading was not included in the online pedagogy instructional strategy from the previous
Jenkins (2016) study. Reading emerges as an instructional strategy that was not identified
in previous research, but was prevalent in a fundamental way in this MOOC-related
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study. The use of Online Debates was the sole instructional strategy not mentioned from
Jenkins (2016) study in any course descriptions or documents.
Coursera comprised the majority of the leadership MOOC population. Every
instructional strategy, with the exception of online debates, was present in the Coursera
platform. Reading and online lecture were the top instructional methods. They were
present in every course. Reading was also the top instructional pedagogy for EdX as it
was present in all evaluated courses from that platform. EdX provided no evidence of the
use of Class Polling and Surveys, Student-Peer Evaluations, Online Collaborative
Projects, Discussion Boards-Instructor Lead, Scavenger Hunts, Student
Questions/Activities, or Online Debates. As for FutureLearn, Canvas.net, and Stanford
Online, these platforms only used the descriptions of nine of twenty of the original
instructional strategies and two of five of the emerging pedagogies. Online Lecture
appeared in 66.7% of their descriptions and is the top instructional strategy in that
category.
Assessment Strategies
An average of 4.2 assessment strategies were described for each reviewed
MOOC. Assessment strategies are the manner in which instructors evaluate student
performance. Quizzes, Creative Individual Projects, and Case Study Analysis were the
three most frequently listed assessment pedagogies in the course descriptions and
documents. Although Discussion Boards were the top assessment in previous online
course studies (Jenkins, 2016), they were observed or described in only 31.3% of the
leadership MOOCs in the current study. While all assessment strategies were present in
the study analysis, only one leadership MOOC used Group Projects/Presentations.
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Quizzes were the top assessment strategy (70.6% of courses) on the Coursera
platform. Coursera presented the use of all eighteen of the original assessment strategies,
including being the only platform to have courses that applied a Reflective Project and a
Mapping assignment. Instructors who utilized Reflective Projects (17.6%) asked students
to develop conflict management plans and personal goal setting plans based on their own
experiences. Mapping activities (5.9%) included projects that evaluated nonprofit board
effectiveness through board member job descriptions and mapping the chain of personnel
responsible for the performance reviews of a team. EdX demonstrated the practice of
Self-Evaluation in 52.6% of the courses assessed. In the instance of emerging assessment
strategies, EdX was the only platform to have courses that listed Participation in
Leadership Research (10.5%) and Community Action Plans (10.5%), which required
students to create community development projects for a given population they were
assigned to during the course. The trio of FutureLearn, Canvas.net, and Stanford Online
exhibited the overall lowest use of assessments. Discussion Boards represented over half
(55.5%) of assessments among these platforms. End of Course Surveys were present 16
times in Coursera and once on Stanford Online, citing a graded submission of a course
evaluation. Table 4.2 shows the frequency of assessment strategies that were present
during analysis for the field of 96 leadership MOOCs.
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Table 4.2
Frequency of Assessment Strategies in Leadership MOOCs

Assessment Strategies

All MOOCs

n

% of
sample

Quizzes
55
57.3
Creative Project**
45
46.9
Case Study Analysis
42
43.8
Self-Evaluation
36
37.5
Discussion Boards
30
31.3
Individual Leadership
Development Plans
30
31.3
Reflective Journals
30
31.3
Read & Respond
27
28.1
Participation
20
20.8
End of Course
Survey**
17
17.7
Short Papers
14
14.3
Reflective Project**
12
12.5
Exams
10
10.4
Student- Peer
Assessments
9
9.4
Individual Research
Projects/
Presentations
6
6.3
Major Writing
Projects
6
6.3
Interview of a Leader
4
4.2
Mapping**
4
4.2
Digital Storytelling
3
3.1
Online/ ePortfolio
2
2.1
Group Projects/
Presentation
1
1.0
Note: All Leadership MOOC Population n=96

Coursera

FutureLearn
Canvas.Net
Stanford
Online

EdX

48
37
32
23
24

% of
sample
70.6
54.4
47.1
33.8
35.3

3
7
7
10
1

% of
sample
15.8
36.8
36.8
52.6
5.3

1
2
3
3
5

% of
sample
11.1
22.2
33.3
33.3
55.6

21
20
26
14

30.9
29.4
38.2
20.6

9
8
1
5

47.4
42.1
5.3
26.3

0
2
0
1

0.0
22.2
0.0
11.1

16
11
12
9

23.5
16.2
17.6
13.2

0
3
0
0

0.0
15.8
0.0
0.0

1
0
0
1

11.1
0.0
0.0
11.1

9

13.2

0

0.0

0

0.0

4

5.9

3

15.8

0

0.0

6
3
4
2
2

8.8
4.4
5.9
2.9
2.9

0
1
0
0
0

0.0
5.3
0.0
0.0
0.0

0
0
0
1
0

0.0
0.0
0.0
11.1
0.0

0

0.0

1

5.3

0

0.0

n

n

** Denotes an emerging instructional assessment strategy

MOOC Pedagogy and Characteristics

n
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The data for this section were analyzed to answer the research question, What are
the defining characteristics of course and curricular design of leadership MOOCs? Table
4.3 presents the characteristics of MOOCs found through analysis offered by the previous
study conducted by Glance, Forsey, and Riley (2013).
Table 4.3
MOOC Characteristics Present in Leadership MOOCs

All MOOCs
MOOC Characteristics

n

% of
sample

Coursera
n

Online Mode of Delivery
96
100.0 68
Short Videos
90
93.8 66
Online Quizzes &
Assessments
74
77.1 66
Short Videos & Quizzes
69
71.9 59
Peer- & Self-Assessment
59
61.5 45
Peer-Assessment
8
8.3 8
Self-Assessment 51
53.1 37
Online Forums
39
40.6 26
Note: Total Leadership MOOC Population n=96

EdX

FutureLearn
Canvas.Net
Stanford Onl.
% of
n
sample

% of
sample

n

% of
sample

100.0
97.1

19
14

100.0
73.7

9
8

100.0
88.9

97.1
86.8
66.2
11.8
54.4
38.2

6
6
14
0
14
7

31.6
31.6
73.7
0.0
73.7
36.8

2
4
0
0
0
6

22.2
44.4
0.0
0.0
0.0
66.7

Inherently, as this study is reliant and a product of the internet, one hundred
percent of leadership MOOCs are taught online, resulting with this characteristic as the
top statistic. Peer- and self-assessment (61.5% as a collective variable, yet 8.4% and
53.1% respectively) and online forums (40.6% of the population) appeared consistently
less in leadership MOOCs than during the initial work by Glance, et al. (2013).
Specifically, peer assessment existed in 8.4% of the population, and only used in the
description of courses present on the Coursera platform. The use of peer assessment
asked learners to review fellow learners during group work. Self-assessment was defined
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by activities that ask learners to evaluate themselves through evaluations or standardized
leadership assessment tests, such as Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI).
MOOC Structure
Traditional xMOOCs focus on the knowledge to be learned, whereas cMOOCs focus on
the building of the community of learners and their use of the resources on hand within
the bounds of the internet. xMOOCs comprised over 90% of the evaluated leadership
MOOCs while cMOOCs made up 3.1% of the evaluated MOOCs. Nearly six percent of
the population could not be determined based on the platform’s course descriptions. Over
half (55.6%) of the population of the MOOCs from the FutureLearn, Canvas.net, and
Stanford Online platform trio could not be determined. Table 4.4 represents the frequency
of instructional structure in leadership MOOCs.
Table 4.4
Frequency of Instructional Structure in Leadership MOOCs
MOOC
Format

Total
Population

Coursera

EdX

xMOOCs

.906 (87)

.956 (65)

cMOOCs

.031 (3)

.029 (2)

Cannot be
Determined

.063 (6)

.015 (1)

.947
(18)
.053
(1)
--

Note: Total Leadership MOOC Population n=96

FutureLearn
Canvas.net
Stanford
Online
.444 (4)
-.556 (5)
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Additional Leadership MOOC Characteristics
Additional characteristic data collected during coding provide a detailed picture of
leadership MOOCs. The number of courses offering certificates, intended course level,
the presence of final exam or project requirements, length of course, estimated hours of
effort per week, costs of enrollment, and the presence of skill or key words listed in the
MOOCs will reflect the findings from the leadership MOOC data analysis
Certificates Offered
Table 4.5 displays the frequency of certificates offered as part of a Leadership
MOOC. Nearly 85 percent of the leadership MOOCs offer a student certificate after the
completion of a series of other courses. This typically indicates that this course was part
of a specialization offered through the MOOC platforms. A learner can complete a series
of courses and receive a specialization in a topic area. Courses within the specialization
are typically centered on one path of study and cover material that provides a broad range
of applicable coursework and knowledge directed at that path. MOOC certificates allow
learners to receive a printable document or digital badge that serves as proof of their
completion of the course/specialization. Only five of the evaluated leadership MOOCs
offered a certificate by only completing one course.
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Table 4.5
Frequency of Certificates offered in Leadership MOOCs

Are
Total
certificates Population
offered?
Coursera
EdX
Yes
.042 (4)
.015 (1)
.053 (1)
-No
.104 (10)
.074 (5)
Yes, with
completion
of a series .844 (81)
.926 (63) .947 (18)
Note: Total Leadership MOOC Population n=96

FutureLearn
Canvas.net
StanfordOnl
.222 (2)
.556 (5)

.222 (2)

Leadership MOOC Course Level
The course level is an indication of the course content and level of mastery
suggested for the individual courses. Half of the evaluated MOOCs indicated they were
beginner courses in their course descriptions. Respectively, 35.4% were listed at an
intermediate level, and 14.5% were listed at an advanced level. As mentioned, most
MOOC platform homepages indicated the level of the course. In the rare case that the
level was not indicated, the researcher evaluated the number of hours per week, hours of
effort, and the placement of the course if being offered for specialization requirements.
Beginner courses focused on a broader range of content and leadership material. The
more advanced the indicated level the more focused the content was within the MOOCs.
Most advanced leadership MOOCs were listed as capstone courses that brought very
focused pedagogy toward very focused content. For example, in one advanced capstone,
learners were tasked with working directly with a corporate board of directors on a
development plan. Table 4.6 illustrates the indicated course levels of the population.

71

Table 4.6
Frequency of Indicated Course Levels in Leadership MOOCs

Indicated
Course
Level

Total
Population

Coursera

EdX

Beginner

.50 (48)

.476 (32)

.526 (10)

.667(6)

Intermediate .354 (34)

.382 (26)

. 263 (5)

.333(3)

Advanced .146 (14)
.147 (10) .211 (4)
Note: Total Leadership MOOC Population n=96

FutureLearn
Canvas.net
Stanford Onl.

--

Final Exam or Project Requirements
The information used to gather data as to whether a final exam or a project used
for the final grade is not always stated in MOOC course descriptions on each MOOC
platform. Eighty-five leadership MOOCS did not list if a final exam or project was
required. Therefore, the researcher was unable to collect this information in a manner that
would provide sufficient data. Of the MOOC courses that did list the information, only
four listed an exam and five listed a project. The remaining two listed both. The review of
assessments used by instructors can help identify possible strategies used by leadership
MOOC instructor to track student progress. However, this does not give an exact
indication of whether these are considered final projects by the instructor and this was
outside of the scope of this study.
Leadership MOOC Course Length
Content analysis showed that 50% of the courses are conducted between two-four
weeks, with the majority of these being offered on Coursera and EdX. EdX was more
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evenly distributed in the length of courses offered than other platforms, with the
exception that the platform did not offer any one to two-week courses. Courses that ran
six or more weeks totaled the lowest numbers across all platforms. Thus, the average
length of leadership MOOC courses was two to four weeks. This information was one of
the only pieces of consistent information provided in the course description across each
of the platforms.
Table 4.7
Frequency of Leadership MOOC Course Length (In Weeks)

1-2 Weeks
2-4 Weeks
4-6 Weeks
6+ Weeks

Total
Population

Coursera

EdX

Future Learn
Canvas.net
Stanford Online

.146 (14)
.500 (48)
.240 (23)
.115 (11)

.147 (10)
.544 (37)
.250 (17)
.059 (4)

0.0 (0)
.368 (7)
.316 (6)
.316 (6)

.444 (4)
.444 (4)
0.0 (0)
.111 (1)

Note: Total Leadership MOOC Population n=96

Estimated Effort and Obligations in Leadership MOOCs
Table 4.8 shows the frequency of the estimated effort and student obligation in the
population of leadership MOOCs. Over half of the evaluated MOOCs (56.3%) suggests
students spend between two to four hours per week on the MOOC assignments, videos,
and readings. Courses that required eight or more hours of work per week were labeled as
capstone courses and offered more in-depth descriptions about course connections and
student expectations than other courses evaluated.
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Table 4.8
Frequency of Estimated Student Effort & Obligations in Leadership MOOCs (hours per
week)

2-4 hrs/wk
4-6 hrs/wk
6-8 hrs/wk
8+ hrs/wk

Total
Population

Coursera

EdX

Future Learn
Canvas.net
Stanford Online

.563 (54)
.323 (31)
.063 (6)
.052 (5)

.529 (36)
.368 (25)
.074 (5)
.029 (2)

.526 (10)
.263 (5)
.053 (1)
.158 (3)

.889 (8)
.111 (1)
---

Note: Total Leadership MOOC Population n=96

Cost of Enrollment in Leadership MOOCs
The cost of a leadership MOOC course is not always reported visibly on the
MOOC course homepage screen. One of the platforms indicated further information
regarding costs and financial aid was available upon enrolling. Some platforms would list
the words “free” or “certificate granting course” with a link to Student Financial
Assistance directly next to the indicating words. EdX was the most upfront platform in
providing cost information as it provided the cost per course directly on the course
description page. The average leadership MOOC cost listed on 18 EdX course
descriptions was $131.88 per course, with a range of $49-$249 per course listed. The
indication of “free” and “course cost” were provided in all nine of the evaluated
FutureLearn, Canvas.net, and Stanford Online data, with only one MOOC presenting it
had a fee associated with it to take the course but was not listed.
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Table 4.9
Frequency of the Reported Cost of Enrollment in Leadership MOOCs

Free
Cost
Both
Available

Total
Population

Coursera

EdX

FutureLearn
Canvas.net
Stanford Onl.

.083 (8)
.104 (10)

.059 (4)
.132 (9)

---

.444 (4)
.111 (1)

.813 (78)

.838 (57)

1.0 (19)

.444 (4)

Note: Total Leadership MOOC Population n=96

The massive enrollment of MOOC courses is one of its core words. For purposes
of this study, only Coursera course descriptions listed the number of students who have
enrolled in the present course. The 68 Coursera courses showed a range of 71 students
(enrolled in a “Leadership for Interprofessional Informatics” course) up to 180,000
students (enrolled in an Initiating and Planning Projects course). The defining nature of
MOOCs call for massive courses and this range indicates their enrollments are spread
across content areas. The mean enrollment number for leadership MOOCs listed on the
Coursera platform course offerings was 22,749 students. The standard deviation from the
Coursera population was 32,764.26 (min=71, max=180,000). This indicates a wide range
of enrollments across the Coursera platform in leadership MOOCs.
Presence of Skill and Key Words
Skill and keywords indicate the presence of provided keywords and skills to be
gained by learners. These keywords help in directing learners toward certain MOOCs and
in reporting the skills that learners can take away from completion of the course. The use
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of keywords or skills words also serve as a quick summary of what learners can gain
from completing the course at hand. One hundred and forty-four different words were
coded during analysis. Nearly every MOOC course listed “keywords” or “skills to be
gained” in their descriptions. There were a total of 144 different skills to be gained or
keywords indicating course content among the evaluated MOOCs. An average of 1.5 skill
or keywords per MOOC course informs students about the type of skills gained from
enrolling in a leadership MOOC. The breadth of words show the content covered by
leadership MOOCs in terms of personal and professional development.
The word appearing most in leadership MOOC descriptions was the term
leadership, with 25 appearances as a keyword/skill to be gained. Management was the
second most frequent word with 22 mentions. The examination resulted in 27 different
words that were mentioned more than four times each. These words represent a broad
array of leadership terminology focused on a mixture of “leadership skills to be gained”
and words associated with the practical and theoretical application of leadership. For
example, communication, active listening, and conflict management are examples of
interpersonal skills that can be learned through leadership development (Fritz, Brown,
Lunde, & Banset, 2005). A random selection of terms like power and influence, team
management, team building, and diversity all encompass the practical and theoretical
application of leadership across leadership MOOC content. The list of words reveals the
content and skills that leadership instructors are teaching through leadership MOOCs and
could also be listed to help the MOOCs show up in keyword searches for marketing
purposes. The resulting words from the content analysis show breadth among the current
state of MOOCs in terms of instructional content and skill objectives for students. Table
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4.10 provides a list of the words that appeared most frequently (more than four mentions)
across the course descriptions. A complete list of words and frequency can be found in
Appendix C.
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Number of Keyword Appearances
0
Leadership
Management
Communications
Coaching
Professional Development
Innovation
Leadership Development
Motivation
Team Management
Active Listening
Collaboration
Goal Setting
Conflict Management
Nonprofit
Performance
Power & Influence
Project Management
Entrepreneurship
Cultural Competence
Governance
Negotiation
Nonprofit Organizations
Personal Development
Personal Leadership
Team Building
Volunteer Organizations
Diversity

5

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

10

5
5
5
5
5
5

6

7

8
8
8
8

9

15

10
10

20

25

22

13

Number of Appearances

Note: Total Leadership MOOC Population n=96

Figure 4.2: Frequency of Skills to be Gained/Keywords in Leadership MOOCs

25
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Overview of Results
The data analysis allowed many discoveries about the current state of leadership
MOOCs. The instructional and assessment strategies used in leadership MOOCs are
different from the results of the same measures in traditional online leadership courses. In
the seminal Jenkins (2016) study of online leadership course pedagogy, discussion
boards, case studies, and reflective journals were prominently listed near the top of the
strategies in the online instructional strategies. Discussion boards were not as utilized
with leadership MOOC instruction from the available information. Instructors use an
arsenal of instructional methods and assessment to educate and evaluate learners that are
unique to the MOOC format setting. The top three instructional strategies in leadership
MOOCs were Reading, Online Lecture, and Problem-based Learning. There were nine
emerging instructional strategies that resulted from the content analysis. These emerging
instructional strategies will be presented and defined in the Discussion section of this
research.
Assessment strategy results showed Quizzes, Creative Projects, and Case Study
Analysis as the most frequently used assessment pedagogy. When compared to Jenkins’
online leadership pedagogy (2016), there were no assessment strategies that matched the
top results of the online study. Jenkins’ (2016) study reports the assessments as
“Instructor’s Most Heavily Weighted,” which does differ from the way this study reports
assessment strategies. This study reports that data as most frequently used. Five emerging
assessment strategies were found in the analysis and will be represented with a deeper
discussion and definitions in the Discussion section of the study.
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Glance, Forsey, and Riley (2013) provided a full set of MOOC characteristics
along with their pedagogical benefits: online mode of delivery, online quizzes and
assessments, short videos and quizzes, peer and self-assessment, short videos, and online
forums. When these characteristics were investigated under the current study, there was
evidence of all of the original characteristics among leadership MOOCs. All courses were
taught using an online format. Short videos were used in 93.8% of leadership MOOCs,
indicating the perceived importance of the use of videos to instruct these types of courses.
Online Quizzes and Assessments contribute to the retrieval learning process of learners
(Chang, 2002) and were found in 77.1% of the evaluated MOOCs. One noteworthy
finding centers on the use of assessments in leadership MOOCs. While 61.5% of
leadership MOOCs did use a form of assessment, content analysis results indicate that
53.1% were self-assessments. Peer-assessment was only used 8.3%, which also align
with the results found in MOOC structure in regard to peer learning.
MOOCs are taught in two different formats- either as an xMOOC or cMOOC.
xMOOCs focus on the content to be learned, and cMOOCs engage the community of
learners and instructors as a network and resource for others while learning the content.
xMOOCs made up 87% of the total population. While connectivist pedagogy is often
prescribed and described in the instruction of MOOCs, these findings do not reflect the
connections to peers in the leadership MOOC learning process.
Additional evaluation of MOOC characteristics produced an understanding of the
current state of leadership MOOCs. As a summation of the frequency found in analysis,
the greatest frequency of leadership MOOCs are offered as beginner courses and occur
over the course of two to four weeks. Leadership MOOC instructors suggest two to four
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hours of effort per week during the course duration. Leadership MOOCs are generally
available for free or at a cost if learners are enrolled in the course for credit toward a
certificate or specialization.
Lastly, the leadership MOOC population presented a list of 144 words that were
listed as keywords or skills to be gained by learners who enroll in these courses.
“Leadership,” “Management,” and “Communications” were the top three words in the
found word list. These words present a more holistic view regarding the breadth of topics
covered, but also present discussion for what words might be missing from this list. The
Discussions chapter will provide the results in a more detailed portraiture and help
articulate the significance of this study.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION
The purpose of this quantitative content analysis study examines the current state
of leadership MOOCs by identifying (a) the pedagogy and instructional strategies utilized
in leadership-oriented MOOCs, (b) the defining characteristics (e.g. enrollment numbers,
financial cost, etc.), and (c) the range of leadership topics covered through leadership
MOOC content. Chapter 5 will discuss the findings from the study as they relate to
existing literature and provide a discussion of the limitations of the study. The
implications of the results for research, practice, and education involving leadership
MOOCs will conclude the chapter.
Overview
An overview of the study provides a background into its foundations, methods,
and objectives in examining leadership MOOCs. This research was conducted in an effort
to gain a better understanding of the current state of leadership MOOCs and their role in
leadership education and professional and leadership development. The quantitative
content analysis examined 96 leadership MOOCs from five different MOOC platforms:
Coursera, EdX, FutureLearn, Canvas.net, and Stanford Online. Each MOOC was coded
for its use of pedagogical instructional strategies and assessments, characteristics of
MOOCs, and the range of leadership topics covered within the course. Data were
collected by analyzing each leadership MOOC course page and analyzing that data to
provide insight germane to the study objectives, including emerging pedagogy.
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This investigation of leadership MOOCs provides evidence to suggest there is a
difference in instructional and assessment strategies used in leadership MOOCs when
compared to traditional online leadership courses. Pedagogies did emerge from this
investigation that have not been previously documented in leadership studies focused on
leadership methodology and pedagogical instruction. There was also variation in the
current study’s results as compared to MOOC characteristics developed by Glance and
colleagues (2013). Specifically, peer and self-assessment and the use of online forums
were less present in their use among the leadership MOOC population as compared to the
original study (2013). With regard to MOOC structure, the results from the current study
were contrary to existing pedagogical research. Primarily, the majority of the sample
presented characteristics matching the xMOOC structure, although existing pedagogical
research indicates that cMOOCs are the more prevalent structure (Weller, 2007;
Anderson & Dron, 2011). This discovery suggests a difference in the objectives and use
of pedagogy used to teach leadership MOOC courses. Lastly, instructors used a variety of
leadership terminology and keywords to describe their courses. These words are
important for marketing leadership MOOC courses and providing searchable terms for
learners. This abundance of terms demonstrates the variety of leadership MOOCs
available to learners seeking advanced knowledge or credentials in a particular area of
leadership.
Findings By Research Question
Instructional Strategies
RQ1. What pedagogical strategies are used in leadership-oriented MOOCs?
Prior studies found that the use of technology strengthens an instructor’s use of

83
pedagogy and understanding of subject matter for learners (Heitink, Voogt, Verplanken,
van Braak, & Fisser, 2016). The course descriptions provided information related to the
presence of pedagogy and methodology used in leadership MOOCs. One of the core
conclusions from this study is the diversity of pedagogical approaches by leadership
MOOC instructors. On average, each evaluated MOOC used 6.5 instructional strategies
per course. In over half of the study population, the use of Reading, Online Lecture,
Problem-Based Learning, Online Formative Quizzes, Self-Assessments and Instruments,
and Interactive Presentations are present in the descriptions and course material. In
comparison to the Jenkins (2016) study of traditional online leadership courses, only
Discussion Boards: Shared Student-Teacher was used by over half of the 118 instructors
surveyed. The broader use of varying pedagogies across the surveyed MOOCs exhibit the
breadth of instructional strategies employed to teach leadership content in leadership
MOOCS.
The manner in which leadership MOOCs are taught employs a blend of
innovation and traditional teaching methods. While Reading is a heavily used teaching
method in leadership courses, it is often not classified under instructional strategies used
to teach content. Reading emerged as an instructional strategy from the coding process
and was present in 92.7% of the population. Reading was coded by the researcher to
reveal an observable trend in the role of instruction between the learner and the featured
content outside of Online Lectures. As Online Lectures were present in 90.6% of the
observed MOOC courses, much of the instruction and teaching occurred in these two
strategies. Reading focused on concepts discussed in videos, but also on scaffolding the
information to address different learning styles. Many of the strategies, including
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Problem-Based Learning, engaged partnership with corporate, nonprofit, and healthcare
organizations to provide real-world, problem-based experiences for learners to engage
within the course content. The use of Problem-Based Learning was present in over half of
the evaluated MOOCs. This instructional strategy meets the needs of a learner-paced
environment, while also teaching leadership concepts through problem solving in specific
contexts.
Content analysis of surveyed leadership MOOCs showed the presence of nine
different instructional strategies not present in the initial list of pedagogy provided by the
Jenkins (2016) study, including Reading, Dialogues with a Leader, Concept Mapping,
Debrief, Discussion with a Coach, Live Online Lecture, Participation in Research,
Service Learning, and Digital Field Trip. It is important to note that some of these
pedagogies were only evident in one evaluated MOOC. However, for the sake of clarity
and depth in pedagogy, they have been represented in the emerging list. During data
collection, these were coded as “other” and then later tabulated. In order to provide a
better understanding of emerging instructional strategies, definitions have been applied to
these emergent leadership MOOC pedagogies, shown in Table 5.1.
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Table 5.1
Emerging Instructional Strategies in Leadership MOOCs
No.

Instructional Strategy

1

Reading

Description

Students read provided articles, course textbooks,
eBooks, or suggested resources in order to gain an
understanding of content, course material, and
application.
Dialogues with a
Students engage with written or oral recorded
2
Leader
interviews/dialogues/videos with a leader
Concept Mapping
Students create a visual representation of a theory
3
or concept using keywords, relationships, course
material, and meaning making.
Debrief
Students engage in follow-up discussions via a
4
discussion board or in a writing assignment
regarding a simulation or to provide follow-up or
clarification.
5
Discussion with a
Students engage in professional partnership
Coach
interactions with a leadership coach to apply and
refine course concepts and personal development.
Live Online Lecture
A live lecture in an online/MOOC course is
6
provided by the instructor to address course
material/content and improve cognition and
engagement.
7
Participation in
Students are invited to participate in research
Research
focused on course content in order to help with the
practical view of concepts.
8
Service Learning
Students engage in co-curricular opportunities to
serve a community, organization, or population in
order to gain life preparation and perspective.
Students interact with a video to explore a
9
Digital Field Trip
destination linked to course content.
Note: Definitions of emerging instructional strategies were derived from Storme,
Vansieleghem, Devleminck, Masschelin, & Simons, 2016; Bali, 2014; Durkin, 1978;
Bloom, 1968; Anderson & Pearson, 1984; Renshaw, 2004; Kvale, 2006; Bass, 2014;
Novak, 2010; Breen & Martin, 2018; Sundheim, 2015; Robertson, 2009; Lawrence, Dunn,
& Weisfeld-Spolter, 2018; Rosell, Beck, Luther, Goedert, Shore, & Anderson, 2005;
Spickard, Alrajeh, Cordray, & Gigante, 2002; Pratton & Hales, 1986; Howard, 1998;
Buschlen & Dvorak, 2011; Jacobson, Militello, & Baveye, 2009; Capobianco, Loizzo,
& Burgess, 2009.

Reading has emerged in prior discussions of MOOC pedagogy (Storme,
Vansieleghem, Devleminck, Masschelin, & Simons, 2016; Bali, 2014). As previously
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mentioned, Readings stood alone as an instructional strategy in many of the evaluated
MOOCs and used to teach content not discussed in Online Lectures.
Dialogues with a Leader were an instructional strategy that emerged as unique to
each individual course. Instructors had either prepared questions relating to course
content or had conducted the interviews based on the expertise of the individual being
interviewed while using the topical content being taught in the course. Prior research
(Renshaw, 2004; Kvale, 2006) shows that Dialogues can capture the current history and
state of the topic being taught, while also encouraging growth of the learner. Bass (2014)
asserts that customized expert instruction with a field expert is near impossible for
MOOCs to achieve because of enrollment, so these “expert dialogues” help with a
solution.
Concept Mapping is an effective instructional method that allows students to
improve cognition and visualization of principles and has been evaluated and in online
leadership courses (Breen & Martin, 2018). Concept mapping allows students to view
complex relationships between topics, theories, and other information critical to their
overall cognition.
In addition, the Online Weekly Lecture is a concept most practiced in medicalrelated coursework but has positive implications for leadership courses in terms of the
hands-on nature and boost to cognition for learners (Spickard, Alrajeh, Cordray, &
Gigante, 2002). Inviting students to participate in research allows a practical
understanding of course content and provides the linkage of research to the content at
hand (Rosell, Beck, Luther, Goedert, Shore, & Anderson, 2005).
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Service Learning, present in one leadership MOOC, provided learners with a
practical application of course content in a real-world, hands-on service experience aimed
at heightening understanding of nonprofit agencies. Service learning has shown to be an
excellent context for leadership education to occur (Aston, et al., 1996). Community
service work, often associated with service learning, is also shown to a predictor of
socially responsible leadership in college students (Dugan, Kodama, Correia, &
Associates, 2013).
Lastly, a Digital Field Trip was offered to educate learners about the complex
organizations of a medical hospital and to educate learners on healthcare management
and leadership systems. Digital Field Trips differ from virtual field trips by utilizing
videos of locations relevant to the content of a course (Capobianco, Loizzo, & Burgess,
2009). It is important to note the difference between a digital field trip and a virtual field
trip, as both concepts are present in teaching literature, often interchangeably. A virtual
field trip would utilize virtual reality (VR) technology (Brown & Green, 2016). The
digital field trip utilized in the MOOC population was a place-based video used to focus
on the complex leadership system of a hospital.
The leadership field has always been a purveyor of innovation across distance
education courses (Nworie, 2012). While the presence of emerging pedagogy not
previously found were evident in leadership MOOCs, the use of Reading and Online
Lecture as the top instructional strategies do not prove this to be true. Jenkins (2016)
study revealed that the use of Discussion Boards were paramount in online leadership
courses. Prior work (Jenkins, 2012) indicated that leadership classrooms engaged
students in a myriad of methods that promoted critical thinking, reflection, and interactive
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pedagogy. The researcher acknowledges that the format of an in-person leadership course
and that of a leadership MOOC course are different in nature and in the strategies that
might be used. However, the researcher also addresses the question of engagement
through the methods used in MOOC courses. Do the pedagogies utilized engage MOOC
learners and promote leadership learning? In order to be consistent in the charge set forth
by Nworie (2012), leadership education must be more diligent and innovative in how we
replicate the methods that engage our students in-person and recreate those within
leadership MOOCs, the newest form of distance education.
Instructional Assessment Strategies
Instructional assessments are essential to MOOCs by providing an evaluation
measure for mastering content for learners, as well as an overall grade. The data showed
an average of 4.2 strategies per MOOC were used among the population. Quizzes,
Creative Projects, and Case Study Analysis were the top three assessment strategies
described in the course descriptions and documents. Conversely, Quizzes were in the
middle portion of an online leadership courses spectrum in previous research (Jenkins,
2016), while presenting themselves in 57.3% of evaluated leadership MOOCs in the
current study. Quizzes function as a summative evaluation and a strong predictor of
learner cognition and content understanding (Admiraal, Huisman, & Van de Ven, 2014).
Trends in MOOC courses show the increased use of automated assessments, such as
quizzes, in their delivery, leaving instructors to assess and evaluate students with relative
ease (Chauhan, 2014). However, this brings the question as to whether the use of Quizzes
matches the learning objectives of MOOC courses, or are they simply meeting this ease
in evaluation of MOOC learners as Chauhan (2014) discussed. It is also of note in
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leadership education as prior studies (Jenkins, 2012; 2016) have shown the use of
Quizzes to be among the lowest reported forms of assessment.
Five emerging assessment strategies were identified among the surveyed
leadership MOOCs. These assessments, complete with definitions, can be found in Table
5.2 and were informed by prior assessment research.
Table 5.2
Emerging Assessment Strategies in Leadership MOOCs
No.

Assessment Strategy

1

Creative Projects

2

End of Course Survey

3

Reflective Project

4

Concept Mapping Analysis

5

Participation in Leadership
Research

Definition
Students are graded on a project that targets
their creative ability to address a content
area problem.
Students complete a course evaluation
survey for credit.
Students reflect on their experiences and
course content in order to evaluate an issue
or concept.
Students create a visual representation of a
theory or concept using keywords,
relationships, course material, and
meaning making and pair with
a short concept papers.
Students must participate in an instructorled research project, usually focused on the
course/course concept.

Note: Definitions of emerging instructional strategies were derived from
Ellis & Barrs, 2008; Frederiksen & Knudsen, 2017; Buckley & Marion,
2011; McCombs, 1997; Boud & Walker, 1998; Stoyanov, Sloep, De Bie, &
Hermans, 2014; McClure, Sonak, & Suen, 1999; Rosell, Beck, Luther,
Goedert, Shore, & Anderson, 2005..
Creative Projects allow learners to develop a project centered on their creative
approaches to the course content in individual MOOCs (Ellis & Barrs, 2008; Frederiksen
& Knudsen, 2017). For example, instructors asked the learners to develop a strategic
analysis of an organization, to create a development and coaching plan for a team, and
create a development plan for improved organizational leadership. These differed from
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other writing assessments due to their advanced creative nature and prescriptive
approaches.
In addition, MOOCs which assignined the End of Course Survey gave students
course credit for evaluating the course. This has been shown in prior research ((Buckley
& Marion, 2011), but is not the standard assessment. Also, the use of a Reflective Project
allowed students to blend their own reflections of an area of course content and the
formation of development plan for an organization, team, or personal development
(McCombs, 1997; Boud & Walker, 1998). These seemed to reflect more on the
experiences of the learner and on their understanding of the course content.
Concept Mapping Analysis asked students to create a visual representation of
relationships, content, and other course materials, and pair it with a short concept paper
or explanation of their mapping analysis (McClure, Sonak, & Suen, 1999). This was used
as an emerging instructional strategy and emerged through leadership MOOC assessment
to show a continuation of this theme among instructors and pedagogical uses.
Lastly, some instructors asked MOOC learners to engage in Participation in
Leadership Research, indicating they were required to participate in a research study as a
means of receiving a grade or credit (Rosell, Beck, Luther, Goedert, Shore, & Anderson,
2005). The use of research has shown to increase the learner’s understanding of research
and its connectivity to content provided in the course, in addition to their interpretation of
research procedures.
Prior studies reveal that the challenge for a MOOC organizer/instructor can often
rest on learning design and facilitation and in whether their assumptions and course
learning outcomes match the capabilities of the MOOC learners (Beaven, Hauck, Comas-
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Quinn, Lewis, & de los Arcos, 2014). This discussion provides a segway in regard to the
assessment strategies and the role of assessment in leadership MOOCs. Quizzes, Creative
Projects, and Case Study Analysis does show variation in how leadership educators are
assessing MOOC learners. However, given the challenge for instructors of matching
methods and facilitation of these courses, we must ask if the list matches the learning
outcomes and capabilities of leadership MOOC learners. Contrary to previous leadership
education work (Jenkins, 2012; 2016), Quizzes were the top used assessment in
leadership MOOCs. The question must be raised as to whether this is due to the rise in
automated assessments for instructor ease in MOOCs (Chauhan, 2014), or if the strategy
meets the design of the instructor. The use of assessment is key to providing proof that a
student meets the learning objectives of a course, and leadership educators must take a
critical look at the innovation and measures being used in leadership MOOCs.

Leadership MOOC Characteristics
RQ2. What are the defining characteristics of course and curricular design of
leadership MOOCs?
This research allows a better understanding of the general and descriptive
characteristics of leadership MOOCs. The evaluated population consisted of 44
universities (95% United States institutions, 5% Canadian institutions) offering
leadership MOOCs. The variables were found in the general descriptions of the evaluated
leadership MOOCs, which varied by platform for their availability. This research found
that the greater majority of leadership MOOCs are focused on beginning learners, with
courses running an average of two-four weeks. The MOOC descriptions also suggest
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learners should apply two to four hours of effort toward course work per week. The
majority of leadership MOOCs are part of a certificate-granting specialization offered by
universities, with very few being offered as independent courses.
Leadership MOOCs range in enrollment size. The enrollment average was found
to be 22,603 students among the evaluated MOOCs. The range among leadership
MOOCs is between 71 to 180,000 enrolled learners. In terms of cost, the average for
leadership MOOCs was $131.88, presenting a range of costs from $49-$249 per course.
However, only the EdX platform provided monetary amounts numbers in terms of
enrollment costs. Other MOOC platforms offered that financial aid was available but did
not list a course price in the description. While some MOOCs are free for learners to
enroll, many enrollments come at a cost in order to receive credit toward a certificate.
A review of the characteristics of leadership MOOCs has revealed more
information about their nature and place in the world of education. Glance, Forsey, and
Riley (2013) presented MOOC characteristics and their pedagogical benefits in a
previous study. These characteristics (online mode of delivery, online quizzes and
assessments, short videos and quizzes, peer and self-assessment, short videos, and online
forums) were used as measures in the current study and their explanations are from the
attributed benefits presented by Glance and colleagues (2013). Short videos were present
in 93.8% of the samples, helping learners to focus on important course concepts. Online
Quizzes and Assessments were present in 77.1% of the population, indicating
opportunities for retrieval learning from leadership MOOC learners. Similarly, Short
Videos and Quizzes present opportunities for mastery learning in MOOC participants.
Short Videos and Quizzes were present in 71.9% of the population. Peer- and Self-
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Assessment was an interesting frequency that developed from this study. As a collective,
these assessments were present in 61.5% of the population. However, when broken down,
self-assessment was utilized much more frequently than peer-assessment, parallel to the
xMOOC vs. cMOOC classification findings that will be discussed. Online forums were
only evident in 40.6% of the evaluated MOOCs. These results suggest that leadership
MOOCs and their pedagogical benefits might evaluate enhancements to learning
opportunities, the levels of peer support offered through assessment and
forums/discussion boards, and the learning that originates from open discussion and
thought demonstrated through forums.
MOOCs are structured in two different formats: xMOOC (extended) and cMOOC
(connectivist). The MOOC structure system provides a format for teaching style and
intent/objectives that occur within the MOOC. The research sample consisted of U.S. and
Canadian universities, so it may not come as a surprise that the majority of the evaluated
MOOCs were designated as xMOOCs. xMOOCs are defined in the literature as being
based on traditional university online courses (Mohamed & Hammond, 2018). While
much of the general MOOC literature talks about the move toward approaches that mimic
cMOOCs (Anderson & Dron, 2011), it appears as though leadership MOOCs are not
taught in this manner. This study saw an abundance of xMOOCs focused on learning the
content. This suggests that leadership MOOCs are more concentrated on content rather
than on connection, or that perhaps a shift from the connectivist perspective of pedagogy
has occurred.
For discussion, cMOOCs emphasize building community among learners and
instructors while aiding in the ways they learn from the course methods and peer learning
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principles. However, the population of leadership MOOCs evaluated focused more on the
content being taught and on the student as an individual learner, resulting in 90.6%
xMOOC coding. While evidence of cMOOCs did exist in 3.1% of the population, the
resulting frequency of xMOOCs helps paint a picture of content-focused instruction and
course objectives. As mentioned, this data aligns with the assessment strategies presented
earlier in the chapter, demonstrating that the majority of leadership MOOCs are selfpaced for learners and not built to foster a connected and engaged community of learners.
Leadership educators have a reputation of fostering engaging learning environments and
as innovators in distance education (Nworie, 2012). However, this is not demonstrated
through the largely xMOOC format revealed in this content analysis. This gives further
credence to the challenge that leadership educators must match their pedagogies with
their intended outcomes and continue to innovate in this evolving format that is attracting
those seeking professional development through a means of leadership education.

Leadership Development Topics
RQ3. What leadership development topics are covered in leadership
MOOCs?
The use of keywords allowed for the greater understanding of the variety of
content, demonstrating instructor intent through “skills to be gained” search words among
the platforms. One-hundred-forty-four individual words and phrases emerged throughout
data collection [see Appendix C]. This number of word occurrences reiterates a rich
multiplicity of content covered by leadership MOOCs. The top results were “leadership”
and “management.” This outcome is consistent with existing research done to
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differentiate between leadership and management (Hersey, Blanchard, & Johnson, 2007;
Srivastava, Bartol, & Locke, 2006; Drucker, 2012; Bush, 2003) and adds to the
discussion of their top presence among leadership MOOCs.
The words and phrases represent the diversity and true reach of the leadership
field. The plethora of content available from leadership MOOCs was widely varied by
individual MOOC. The list of words helps us to understand current state of content
offerings for leadership education and how MOOC instructors can expand and build upon
opportunities learners seeking specialization and professional development.

Implications: Pedagogy of Leadership MOOCs
The results from the current content analysis study offer implications to the future
of leadership MOOCs. Previous work has considered instructor philosophy centered on
student engagement in assessment selection for MOOC courses and the potential impact
for increased student course involvement (Anderson, Huttenlocher, Kleinberg, &
Leskovec, 2014). Jenkins’s seminal research in leadership pedagogy (2012, 2016) has
done much for the field in providing an understanding of how more traditional leadership
courses are delivered through instructional and assessment strategies. The results from
this study indicate a wide range of leadership content offered through MOOCs, which
employ a variety of instructional strategies and assessments, making them different from
traditional classroom and online leadership learning spaces.
The current body of literature demonstrates the evolution of distance education
over time. The introduction of the internet has presented the opportunity of technological
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advancements in which learners have access to vast amounts of information, including
MOOCs. Borrowing from previous work (Reich, 2015), it is essential that the
advancement of MOOC research go beyond the number of clicks a MOOC screen gets.
MOOC research must examine the pedagogy of instruction by investigating individual
courses and comparing contextual information. This research does meet those
suggestions through an evaluation of instructional and assessment strategies used across
leadership MOOCs, and in providing a more general understanding of the current
snapshot of leadership MOOCs. It is necessary that additional work of this nature be
conducted.
The appearance of instructional and assessment strategies not discussed in
previous leadership studies requires further investigation. For example, the presence of
Reading as an instructional strategy raises questions regarding its use in other leadership
coursework. The importance of Reading in MOOCs was clear and stated throughout the
course descriptions and syllabi as being crucial to the learning process and course
objectives for MOOC learners. The notion of Reading as a pedagogy may be taken for
granted yet needs to be evaluated further for its impact on higher education and the
leadership education field. As universities investigate the cost of textbooks and the
impact on students, this emergence allows educators to evaluate how reading is being
used across the current and future courses. Additional found pedagogy can also be
addressed and refined given its role in MOOC education.
The present research serves as a base for future study on a variety of topics related
to leadership MOOCs. Scholarship that examines the instructor’s role in developing and
managing a leadership MOOC would be valuable in terms of linking pedagogy to
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instructor intent or learning objectives and providing a deeper understanding of the
composition of leadership MOOCs. This scholarship would expand the knowledge
regarding leadership MOOCs and leadership education in general. This could also help
portray a more robust picture of the development and maintenance of leadership MOOCs
for longevity.
This research does not provide a prescribed layout for leadership MOOC
instruction, but instead offers an understanding of what strategies are currently being
utilized across leadership-oriented MOOCs. Halaseck and colleagues (2014) offered a
writing MOOC course, noting that instructors need to evolve their thinking away from
traditional brick-and-mortar teaching strategies and use the instructional strategies
relevant to the student and the increased cognition of the content. These same notions
appear to hold true for leadership-oriented MOOCs. Leadership education instructors can
consider if their selected strategies are connecting to the learning objectives and overall
course goals.
An additional study recommendation centers on conducting similar content
analysis research on non-University leadership MOOCs. Websites like Udemy offer an
expansive list of leadership MOOCs that fall under the popular press distinction and
coordinate with leadership books or other personal development sources. It could provide
an interesting contrast to see how academic versus non-academic leadership MOOCs are
taught and executed. This research may provide a richer and more robust understanding
of instructional pedagogy used to offer leadership MOOCs. It would also further define
characteristics and content covered through these types of leadership MOOCs outside of
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academia and help to develop a more theoretical approach to developing and teaching
future leadership MOOCs.
Research focused on leadership pedagogy continues to inform the literature and
allows foundational leadership pedagogical studies, like Jenkins’s (2012, 2016), to be
examined among other contexts. These inquiries may lead to further development of
leadership pedagogy and broaden the understanding of the role of instructor and learner
among leadership and professional development MOOC courses.
This study of leadership MOOCs could affect MOOC pedagogy and the ways in
which platforms market these courses in the future. It would be advantageous for all
MOOC collaborators (MOOC instructors and platform managers) to consider the
description of courses and market them in a manner that is informational for learners,
painting a picture of the objectives, expectations, and opportunities that result from
enrollment and taking the course.
This could also align with principles of leadership development as it relates to
MOOCs. Currently we find that a large number of MOOCs are being taken to achieve a
certificate or merit-based reward. This function of professional and leadership
development is key in assessing motivations and learner intent for taking such leadership
MOOC courses. Further work could be done on the merits of granting certificates and
digital badging to entice those seeking leadership course material as a means of
leadership development.
Empirical research focused on the learner experience of leadership MOOCs could
be valuable to both leadership education and leadership development. This may provide
an understanding of leadership MOOC content and its link to individual learning styles,
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cognition of instruction, and a better perception of the learner experience. Further
investigation could also address leadership development from a training-based
perspective and measure the overall effectiveness of MOOCs as a methodology for
leadership development.
The investigation of leadership MOOCs broadly could result in theoretical
discoveries regarding the leadership field. While we do now have an initial understanding
of the pedagogy used for leadership MOOC instruction, further research could help
develop how leadership MOOC systems interact with learners and the resulting
implications of how this development and interaction id defined.

Delimitations
Through a quantitative content analysis approach, leadership MOOCs from across
the United States and Canada were evaluated using available syllabi, course information,
terms of their delivery, and instructional methods. Evaluated MOOCs were identified
through population sampling and the utilization of a method that allowed information to
come from a variety of MOOC platforms. These results may not be generalizable to other
leadership MOOC selections or across additional available MOOC platforms. Additional
information from other evaluated platforms may have given a better picture of further
defining characteristics of leadership MOOCs, making this information limited upon
population. These provided details were listed in the course description information to
construct an understanding and recognition of how leadership MOOCs appear to learners.
This research was informed through a pilot study using a limited sample range of
leadership-oriented MOOCs and evaluating traditional classroom instructional
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methodologies originating from a study conducted by Jenkins (2012). The pilot study
revealed insight into the coding process and the interpretation of data using a random
sampling process of six MOOC platforms. These results are not considered representative
of the current study due to the traditional classroom instructional methodologies utilized
in the content analysis process during the pilot study. In the current population, not all
phrasing, words, or information evaluated from the code sheet were present or available
to be coded. A more detailed explanation of the pilot study is found in the research
methodology section.
Over 70 MOOC platforms exist as hosting sites and over 900 universities
worldwide offered MOOC courses in 2018. The decision to replicate the partial North
America component of the Jenkins (2016) study and evaluate only U.S. and Canadian
colleges and universities offering MOOCs was made to address validity. This limited the
information learned about leadership MOOCs on an increased global scale but
maintained the principal of prior studies. Due to the notions of replication and
instructional methods that vary by country, the study results may not be generalizable to
countries outside of the United States and Canada.
To replicate prior studies, the top ten MOOC platforms in the United States were
evaluated. During the time of preparing the dissertation proposal, only three out of five
MOOC platforms offered some form of leadership education MOOC. Adding two
additional MOOC platforms helped analyze a broader picture. A content analysis allows
the researcher to take a snapshot of the material currently being studied. Allowing so
much lapsed time may change the availability of the sample and the presented
characteristics. Because MOOCs are always occurring on-line and off-line, it is important
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to evaluate the available sample in a timely manner. The Coursera platform made up a
large portion of the evaluated MOOCs due to its available offerings of leadership
MOOCs that met the criteria. In future study, it might be beneficial to expand the scope
to platforms not on the initial list that better might garner the current population at that
moment in time.
By evaluating the characteristics of MOOCs, the instructor gender variable is not
evaluated. Since the gender identity of the individual instructors is not listed and gender
is not always discernable through a visual assessment of a provided name in the syllabi or
course descriptions (Goodman, Schell, Alexander, & Eidelman, 2008), gender was
excluded from the collected instructor information. This could inform gender-based
teaching and pedagogy research of the future.

Limitations
This study relied heavily on the course syllabus and course descriptions made
available across the platforms. The syllabus and descriptions are used as an artifact of the
educational process. They may not always be the best source to gather evidence of
pedagogy.
The availability of leadership MOOCs offered through various platforms can
seemingly change on a day-to-day basis. Because of the ever-changing nature of MOOCs
and online content, this can be a consideration of future study that is outside of the
researcher control.
An additional limitation for consideration for this research might be focused on
instructor intent in the leadership MOOC course descriptions included across platforms.
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This researcher assumed the use of pedagogies and the descriptions used captured the
essence of instruction and content available.
The evaluated MOOCs represented 17.6% of the initial population of leadership
MOOCs found on the platforms before the results were filtered to provide a list of
leadership MOOCs taught in English and by universities in the U.S. or Canada. This
shows a greater scope of the MOOCs available worldwide. A limitation for this study
might be that the information presented is from a Western perspective on leadership and
derivative of the U.S. and Canadian education systems. There is much breadth and depth
of knowledge that exists from examining leadership MOOCs on a global scale. A global
inclusion research process could reveal new characteristics and present a more wellrounded snapshot of leadership MOOCs.

Conclusion
To echo the intent of prior leadership scholars (Jenkins, Endersby, & Guthrie,
2015; Rosch and Anthony, 2012), it is essential for leadership educators to put
themselves into a role focused on helping students grow, but also to push the envelope
with innovative practices that resonate with learners for continued growth in leadership
development. This applies to online collaborative learning environments, such as
MOOCs. The advancement of leadership MOOCs through innovative means will provide
increased trust in leader and leadership development MOOC courses for the purposes of
education and professional development.
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This research study sought to examine leadership education in a delivery method
that has not knowingly been evaluated. Mixed opinions remain around the role of
MOOCs in higher education. Weinhardt and Sitzmann (2019) have most recently
questioned the role and direction of MOOCs. While the educational format still has many
unanswered questions regarding their effectiveness and the audience they are reaching,
the intent of this research was to show their prominent place in the discussion of how
learners are receiving leadership knowledge and the methods in which they are being
taught.
The study revealed that leadership MOOCs are taught using a different set of
pedagogy from traditional in-class and online leadership courses. One of the challenges
of teaching is selecting pedagogy that helps deliver content in an effective manner for all
learners. This study has started the conversation for leadership MOOCs and can further
be informed with subsequent studies. In addition to the pedagogical information, this
study presents a description of what leadership MOOCs look like from a descriptive
standpoint. This study helped reveal leadership MOOCs are designed and portrayed in a
pedagogical manner. It also gives us an idea of how leadership MOOCs are described
through the course descriptions and documents. This gives those in the profession an
understanding of what leadership MOOCs are- and what they are not. One of the items
that the researcher would call for would be some more uniformity among MOOC
platforms. While individual MOOC platform integrity is important to the platform
success, information relevant to students should remain at the core of their intent and be
reflected in the information available to potential learners.
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Leadership educators must find collaborative ways to merge existing pedagogy
with the needs of current and future generations of leadership learners. Innovations in the
way technology merges with MOOC and leadership education must continue to advance
and develop along the distance education continuum.
This study provides a unique understanding of the current state of leadership
MOOCs in terms of characteristics, keywords, and the use of pedagogy utilized in
instruction. The study revealed a content-focused approach to instruction and a real-world
application approach to assessing student learning. The study also revealed the role of
traditional MOOC characteristics and brought into question the use of peer-assessment in
this leadership education space. This directly connects to the self-paced role students find
in an xMOOC format over the connectivist approach, or cMOOC format, found in the
literature. The state of leadership MOOCs suggests that the focus remains on the content
and not on the connection to a community of learners. Some of the definitive
characteristics of leadership MOOCs reveal their role in educating a wide array of
students over the course of a few weeks. Due to the varied content and topical areas
covered across MOOCs, the leadership education industry is meeting the needs and
diversity of thought related to coursework and professional development opportunities.
Leadership educators must raise the level of engagement and research centered on
leadership MOOCs to address challenges of the workforce and in the personal leadership
development of learners. This study does provide the leadership industry’s representation
of a segment of the overall MOOC population. The study allows us to enter into a
discussion about the future of leadership education and a raised awareness of the
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certificate granting nature of leadership MOOCs across a professional development
spectrum.
The pedagogy we use for instruction and how we engage learners access the ideas
of leadership/leader development relies on the conceptualization and forecasting of the
future of the industry. This allows leadership educators to prepare for how we educate
future generations of leaders through digital means and beyond. To echo the statement by
Moldoveanu and Narayandas (2019), MOOCs do play an important role in the future of
leadership development. By examining leadership MOOCs and expanding on their
capabilities, this research provides credibility to a method poised to educate information
seekers and professional development through leadership education now and into the
future. Given the innovative nature of the leadership education field, the challenge has
been set to leadership educators to address the function that leadership MOOCs can, and
will, have on the changing landscape of professional and leadership development.
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Appendix A

Codebook for Leadership MOOC Research
There are two types of MOOCs. You will determine which type of MOOC the
sample is part of based on the following criteria:
Type of MOOC Structure
- xMOOCs: focus on the knowledge to be learned
- cMOOCs: focus on the student as a member of a community of learners
The two main structures that exist among MOOCs are xMOOCs and cMOOCs (or
connectivist)(2013). xMOOCs focus on the knowledge to be learned, whereas the
connectivist /cMOOCs focus on the student as a member of a community of learners.
These traditions have remained consistent with online course offerings in that
connections are made with people (interaction between people is at the heart of learning)
or connections are made with engaging resources (Weller, 2007).
You will evaluate the MOOC based on the characteristics that are available on the
MOOCs pages. Screenshots have been provided in order to show you what type of
information you might be looking for.
MOOC Topic/ MOOC Title/ University Offering/ Number Enrolled

UNIVERSITY
OFFERING
COURSE TITLE
# ENROLLED

The characteristics we are collecting for the MOOC Description Guide include:
Course Price, Platform Offering MOOC, University sponsoring MOOC, MOOC
Instructors, Instructor Perceived Gender, Category/Leadership Topics/ Tag Words,
Country Offering MOOC, Course Level, Length of Course, Estimated Effort, Final Exam
or Project, Certificate Granted?, Certificate Price, Language (Search parameters are set
for English), Subtitles, Video Format, Tags/ Leadership Topics
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Type of Class/ Level/ Time to Complete/ Languages Offered

These symbols
will guide you
along the
codesheet.

Skills Gained: Some platforms will list skills that students will gain from the course.
These will be logged in a skills section.

Instructors: Please log name and presumed gender.
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Pedagogy/ Instructional Strategies/ Assessment Strategies
These will be found by doing a word scan of the syllabus, provided description in
the body of the MOOC write-up, and in the weekly glance sections. You may have to
select “See All” or “Show More” to make sure you can evaluate the content for all
variables.
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An Explanation of Online Instructional Strategies (Jenkins, 2016)
Please use this sheet as a guide for you when you are evaluating the MOOCs for
instructional strategies and methods. If you run across a methodology that is not listed in
this list, please refer to the list of assessments. Some words may be cross-listed. Please
mark them in both areas. If a methodology is not present, mark it down as “other.”
No. Instructional Strategy
Description
1

Case Studies

2

Class Polling & Surveys

3

7

Computer-based Learning
Exercises/ Games/ Simulations
Discussion Boards: InstructorLead
Discussion Boards: Shared
Instructor-Student
Discussion Boards: StudentLead
Group Discussion

8

Interactive Presentation

9

Media Clips

10

Online Collaborative Projects

11

Online Debates

12

Online Formative Quizzes

13

Online Lecture

14

Participation in Social
Networking

15

Problem-based Learning

16

Reflective Journals/ Blogs

17

Scavenger Hunts

18

Self-Assessments & Instruments

19

Students Questions/ Activities

20

Student-Peer Evaluation

4
5
6

Students examine written or oral stories or vignettes that
highlights a case of effective or ineffective leadership.
Students complete online polls or surveys designed to
collect data on peer or social ideas and constructs.
Students complete interactive computer-based learning
exercises.
Students participate in instructor moderated online
discussions of course content.
Students participate with one another and the instructor in a
share discussion of course content.
Students participate in and moderate online discussions of
course content.
Students read and respond to text or other prompts in
assigned of self-selected subgroups.
Students view an interactive presentation (i.e., PowerPoint,
Prezi) prior to taking part in the online discussion with an
assigned group.
Students learn about leadership theory/ topics through film,
television, or other clips (e.g., YouTube, Hulu).
Students contribute to the creation of a course-based
website or wiki.
Students form opposing groups (in response to instructor
prompts or topics) and argue for or against a position using
key course concepts, evidence, logic, etc.
Students take ungraded online quizzes covering course
content.
Students view instructor presentations delivered in online
media (real-time streaming video/ audio or off-line video/
audio recordings).
Instructor uses social networking/ media (e.g., Facebook,
Twitter, Instagram) as a tool for student participation,
activities, assignments, or communication.
Students learn about leadership through the experience of
problem solving in specific situation.
Students create ungraded reflective online journal entries in
a personal weblog/blog.
Students find and discuss web resources of accomplish a set
of online tasks.
Students complete questionnaires or other instruments
designed to enhance their self-awareness in a variety of
areas (e.g., learning style, personality type, leadership style,
etc.).
Students create questions or design activities for peer
participation.
Students critique other students’ work using previously
described criteria and provide specific suggestions for
improvement.
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An Explanation of Online Assessment Strategies (Jenkins, 2016)
Please use this sheet as a guide for you when you are evaluating the MOOCs for
assessment strategies. If you run across an assessment that is not listed in this list, please
refer to the list of instructional methodologies. Some words may be cross-listed. Please
mark them in both areas. If an assessment is not present, please mark it down in the
section labeled “other.”
No.
1

Assessment Strategy
Case or Case Study Analysis

2

Discussion Boards

3

Exams

4

Group Projects/Presentations

5

Individual Leadership
Development Plans
Individual Research
Projects/Presentations
Major Writing Project/Term
Paper

6
7

8

Observation/Interview of a
Leader

9

Online/E-Portfolio

10

Participation

11

Quizzes

12

Read and Respond

13

Reflective Journals

14

Self-evaluations

15

Short Papers

16

Student Peer Assessment

17

Video Creation or Digital
Storytelling

Description
Students are graded on coherence, relevancy to class, ideas
generated, content integration, etc.
Students are graded on the quality and content of their
discussion posts.
Students complete online tests or exams intended to assess
subject matter mastery.
Students are graded on work from a prescribed project or
online presentation in a small group.
Students develop specific goals and vision statements for
individual leadership development.
Students actively research a leadership theory or topic and
present findings in online presentation or written format.
Students write a significant paper exploring course content
or research (such as a literature review) as a major course
assignment.
Students observe or interview an individual leading others
effectively or ineffectively and report their findings to the
instructor/class.
Students document their own learning stored in an
online/electronic portfolio on the internet.
Students are given points for active participation in online
course activities such as discussions, chats, or other
interactive computer-based learning exercises.
Student complete short graded online quizzes intended to
assess subject matter mastery.
Students are graded on their responses to questions
generated by the instructor or from the end of the text
chapter for the purpose of allowing students to explore
specific ideas or statements in depth and breadth.
Students are graded on the quality of written reflections on
their experiences or understandings of lessons learned about
course content.
Students respond in writing to criteria set for evaluating
their learning.
Students author one or more short papers (ten pages or
fewer) exploring course content.
Students critique other students’ work using previously
described criteria and provide specific suggestions for
improvement.
Students create short video presentations and post them
online.
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Characteristics of MOOCs and their related pedagogical benefits
(Glance et al., 2013)
Please use this sheet as a guide for you when you are evaluating the MOOCs for MOOC
pedagogy. Only mark the characteristic if it is present. If another word trips you up, refer
to the pedagogical benefits for further clarification on its meaning.
MOOC Characteristic

Pedagogical Benefits

Online mode of delivery

Efficacy of online learning

Online quizzes and assessments

Retrieval learning

Short videos and quizzes

Mastery learning

Peer and self-assessment

Enhanced learning through this
assessment

Short videos

Enhanced attention and focus

Online forums

Peer assistance, out-of-band learning

141
Appendix B

Leadership Education & MOOCs
Codesheet for Exploring Leadership MOOCs
For each MOOC, please record what you find that can best answer these set of variables.
Platform /host site for the MOOC (Choose one.) ________
Coursera-0
EdX-1
Future Learn-2
Canvas.net-3

Stanford Online- 4

MOOC title:
________________________________________________________________________
What University is offering the MOOC: _______________________________________
How many students are enrolled?
_______________________________________
Record the indicated course level: _____
Beginner-0
Intermediate-1
Advanced-2
Record the time length of the course: _____
0:1-2 weeks 1:2-4 weeks 2:4-6 weeks

3:6+ weeks

Record the estimated effort/commitment/obligations of the course (if listed): _____
0:2-4 hpw
1:4-6 hpw
2:6-8 hpw
3: 8+ hpw
Is there a final exam or project listed? _______
0-Exam
1-Project
2-Both

3-N/A

Is there a “certificate offered” listed? ________
0-Yes
1-No
3- Yes, with completion of a series
Record whether the MOOC is free or has a cost (please record cost, if known)for the
participant: ________
$__________
0-Free 1-Cost
Record the leadership topic(s), skills gained, and tag words.

Type of MOOC Structure _______
0-xMOOC 1-cMOOC
2-Cannot be determined

Instructional Strategy Descriptions (Jenkins, 2016)
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0- Not present 1-Present
Which instructional/ teaching strategies are discussed in the description(s) of the course?
Refer to Codebook for definition of terms and strategies.
_____ Case study/studies
_____ Class polling and surveys
_____ Computer-based learning exercises/ games/ simulations
_____ Discussion Boards: Instructor-Lead
_____ Discussion Boards: Shared Instructor-Student
_____ Discussion Boards: Student-Lead
_____ Group Discussion
_____ Interactive Presentation
_____ Media clips
_____ Online collaborative projects
_____ Online debates
_____ Online Formative Quizzes
_____ Online Lecture
_____ Participation in Social Networking
_____ Problem-Based Learning
_____ Reflective Journals/ Blogs
_____ Scavenger Hunts
_____ Self-Assessments & Instruments
_____ Students Questions/ Activities
_____ Student-Peer Evaluation
_____ Other: ____________________________________________________________

Noteworthy?
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Characteristics of MOOCs and their related pedagogical benefits
(Glance, Forsey, & Riley, 2013)
Which MOOC strategies are discussed in the description of the course? Refer to
Codebook for definition of terms and strategies.
0- Not present 1-Present
_____ Online mode of delivery
_____ Online quizzes and assessments
_____ Short Video and quizzes
_____ Peer and self-assessment
_____ Short videos
_____ Online forums

Assessment Strategies Descriptions (Jenkins, 2016)
0- Not present 1-Present
Which assessment strategies are discussed in the description(s) of the course? Refer to
Codebook for definition of terms and strategies.
_____ Case study or case study analysis
_____ Discussion boards
_____ Exams
_____ Group Projects/ Presentations
_____ Individual Leadership Development Plans
_____ Individual Research Projects/ Presentation
_____ Major Writing Projects/ Term Paper
_____ Observation/ Interview of a Leader
_____ Online/ E-Portfolio
_____ Participation
_____ Quizzes
_____ Read and Respond
_____ Reflective Journals
_____ Self- Evaluation
_____ Short Papers
_____ Student- Peer Assessments
_____ Video Creation/ Digital Storytelling
_____ Other: ____________________________________________________________

Noteworthy?
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Appendix C
Complete List of Skill and Key Words in Leadership MOOC Research
These words were found in the leadership MOOC course descriptions related to skills and
key content areas in leadership.

Keywords
Leadership
Management
Communications
Coaching
Professional Development
Innovation
Leadership Development
Motivation
Team Management
Active Listening
Collaboration
Goal Setting
Conflict Management
Nonprofit
Performance
Power & Influence
Project Management
Entrepreneurship
Cultural Competence
Governance
Negotiation
Nonprofit Organizations
Personal Development
Personal Leadership
Team Building
Volunteer Organizations
Diversity
Board
Board of directors
Change Management
Effectiveness
Emotional Intelligence
Engineering

Number of Appearances
25
22
13
10
10
9
8
8
8
8
7
6
5
5
5
5
5
5
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
3
3
3
3
3
3
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Healthcare
Human Resources
Infuence
Leadership Philosophy
Organizational Design
Organizational Leadership
Strategic Management
Teams
Values
Educational Advancement
Assertiveness
Business Strategy
Creativity
Decision Making
Ethical Leadership
Gamification
Higher Education
Inclusion
Influencer
Interpersonal skills
Leaders
Leading Change
Management Theory
Management vs. Leadership
Meetings
Networking
Nonprofit Management
Nonprofit sector
Nursing
Organizational Analysis
Organizational Culture
People
People Skills
Personal Branding
Planning
Public Speaking
Recruitment
Social Capital
Social Skills
Talent Management
Teaching
Team development

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
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Time Management
Toolkit
Virtual Teams
Design Innovation
Happiness
Learning
Mindfulness
Personal Development
Inspiration
Talent Management
Unconscious bias
Adaptation
Ambitious instruction
Analytics
Arts & Culture
Board Performace
Brand Management
Business ethics
Business leadership
Business Values
Capstone
Certificate
Competiveness
Content Creation
Content Marketing
Crisis Management
Critical leadership
Cross-cultural communication
Digital Leadership
Digital Transformation
Disruptive Innovation
Dissonant Leadership
Effective leadership
Empathy
Engagement
Equity
Government
Feedback and coaching
Group decision making
Head and heart
Leadership Challenge
Leadership Dynamics

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
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Mentoring
Non-Governmental Organizations
Onboarding
Persona
Problem solving
Project leader
Resonant leadership
Reflection
Relationship Building
Risk Assessment
Self-Management
Sefl-Motivation
Senior Management
Service Learning
Strategic Analysis
Strengths
Team culture
Team dynamics
Trust
Value Assessment
Vision Alignment
Voluntary Sector
Workplace Dynamics
Stress Management
Burnout
Critical Thinking
Gender in the Workplace

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

